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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this project is to determine the possible role of common-property regimes in 
community development, particularly for natural resources, with a focus on the British Columbia 
context. If it can be shown that common-property regimes can indeed provide a viable 
development option, then this project will have been successful. Viability will need to be 
demonstrated by a detailed description of a practical example or a proposed model. 
The methodology adopted for this project involves first a review of community development 
theory to identify appropriate community development strategies and objectives. Then the 
subjects of property rights in general, and common property rights in particular, are examined 
with an emphasis on their application to natural resources. Finally, a case study of the Mission 
Municipal Forest is conducted in order to determine its contribution to Mission community 
development and to see how closely it fits the concept of a natural-resource common-property 
regime. 
The results show that common-property regimes have the potential to play a major role in 
community stability and prosperity, even in the highly industrialized and resource-dependent 
province of British Columbia. The results also show that, while not fitting the definition of a 
common-property regime, the Mission Municipal Forest nevertheless contributes a substantial 
economic benefit to the community, and generates a sense of community pride as well. A model 
common-property timber tenure is also developed. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The focus of this project is to determine the potential role that management of natural 
resources as common property might play in community development in British Columbia. This 
approach was taken in order to concentrate more on practical examples and strategies, and less 
on theory. There are many examples of common-property regimes which have endured 
successfully over long periods of time, and yet the concept of common property is rarely used in 
highly industrialized economies (Bromley 1992, 4). It is the intent of this study to search for 
practical ways to implement a commons regime for natural resources that could actually be 
beneficial to both the communities and the resources in a developed economy such as exists in 
British Columbia today. To that end a specific model of a common-property timber regime will 
be developed and described. 
Since commons regimes are most often associated with subsistence economies in less-
developed countries, it is important for the purposes of this study to understand the ways in 
which a commons could function in a fully-developed economy. Laying the groundwork for such 
an understanding is begun in Chapter One by examining the characteristics of community 
development, as expressed through the work of a number of authors on the subject. This provides 
a clear set of objectives and strategies for pursuing effective community development. 
This is followed, in Chapter Two, by an examination of property rights theory in general, and 
common property in particular, with the purpose of identifying the essential characteristics of 
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successful common-property regimes. This information then allows the differences between a 
community forest and a timber commons to be explained, and provides a basis for developing a 
common-property timber tenure. 
In Chapter Three a case study of the Mission Municipal Forest is presented. This community 
forest does not meet the criteria for being a commons, but its relatively long history provides 
some valuable insights into how one community has utilized this natural resource for its own 
benefit. While not a true commons, there is a strong element of community control of a public 
resource which was nearly unique in Canada at the time of the study, and which has encouraged 
many other communities to pursue similar projects. The lack of appropriate mechanisms of forest 
tenure to accommodate community forests is causing communities to put pressure on 
governments to give serious consideration to this form of community development. This in tum 
may lead to a more favourable climate for the consideration of common property as a viable, 
even attractive, form of natural resource management in some situations. 
The results ofthis project show that there is a role that common-property management of 
natural resources could play in the development strategies of communities in British Columbia. 
The commons is shown to be not an obsolete concept, nor something only appropriate for 
primitive village economies. It may in fact provide a management structure which encourages 
and supports long-term stewardship of the resource rather than short-term exploitation. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
A sense of community is a very subjective idea which does not lend itself easily to 
precise definition. Yet, in order to examine community development it is first necessary to have a 
reasonably clear and useable description of what is meant by community before proceeding to 
look at approaches to developing it. The first section of this chapter provides some discussion on 
the subject ofwhat community is, what its qualities and characteristics are, and what 
differentiates local community from the larger society of which it is a part. This does not result 
in hard and fast rules for determining what is or is not a community, but it does provide a set of 
descriptors. When applied to a specific case, these should indicate the level or quality of that 
sense of feeling a part of something larger than oneself, of belonging to a group, of finding 
individual identity reflected in one's neighbours, friends, or associates. 
After having developed a working definition of community, the second section provides a 
review of the subject of community development, first by distinguishing it from the more 
restrictive idea of economic development, and then by examining a number of sources in the 
literature. The focus of this section is on finding common themes, and pointing out critical 
differences, where they exist. The surprising result of this discussion is how much agreement 
exists among various investigators into the subject, not just about methods, but about the shift to 
bottom-up rather than top-down strategies. The other important aspect of community 
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development discussed here involves the concept that community development is a process, not 
an event. It is organic, may change significantly over time, and is unique to each community in 
which it is employed. Community development planners need to have a diverse tool box of 
strategies, since not all of them may be appropriate in every situation. 
The third section examines the range of participants and roles which are essential ingredients 
for a successful outcome to community development. Local players are indispensable 
components, but there are also important contributions to be made by regional, provincial, and 
federal level agencies. However, the nature of the roles they should perform must be clearly 
understood by the local organizers so that those agencies do not become a liability, rather than an 
asset, to the process. 
Adapting the general themes and strategies of the foregoing sections to a specific context is 
the subject of the fourth section. In particular, the emphasis is on rural communities of the type 
found in British Columbia, which are often isolated by distance and culture, and which are 
frequently natural-resource dependent. The human resources of rural communities are limited 
compared to their urban counterparts, but unrecognized or underutilized human potential may be 
available locally if the right environment is provided to bring it out. This is part of the challenge 
in adapting theory to specific local conditions. Evaluating and mobilizing human assets can be 
much more difficult than doing the same for economic and physical assets. 
It is important to understand both the attributes and the barriers when preparing a specific 
community development plan. The concluding section contains a summary discussion of 
community development and an assessment of available strategies which seem appropriate to 
rural communities in British Columbia. Although certainly not exhaustive, this survey of recent 
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thought on approaches to community development is intended to provide an introduction to the 
subject along with suggested pointers for adapting it to rural British Columbia communities. 
Community - A Definition 
The Concept of Community 
The word "community" is used in many ways and can bring forth many mental images, from 
microscopic colonies ofbacteria, to the "community of nations." It is the context in which the 
word is used that gives specific meaning to it. Without context, there is no clear understanding of 
what is meant by "community." For the purpose of this discussion, then, one of the primary 
considerations is to provide that context, and in so doing, to describe community with enough 
clarity to make it a useful term. 
One view of community is that it is a group of people with certain common characteristics, 
such as language, culture, and religion (Daly and Cobb 1994, 169). There are many such 
characteristics that could be thrown into the mix, including race, economic status, level of 
education, and occupation. If the proposed list of common traits is too extensive, then the 
resultant "community" will be too small and restrictive for our purpose. On the other hand, if the 
list is too short, then the resultant "community" will be too broad and general to be workable for 
a development strategy. There may not be enough common characteristics within the group to 
allow for the development of a common purpose and an agreed upon development plan. The 
differences may outweigh the similarities, and frustrate attempts to reach a common vision and to 
generate the co-operation which is essential for success. Thus, the selection of criteria for what 
constitutes "community" is very important, both for choosing a workable group, and for 
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identifying those characteristics which are missing but essential for the development of a 
stronger sense of community. 
Another view of "community" requires a specific geographical location (Daly and Cobb 
1994, 180). It is not enough to just have similar interests, but the members of the community 
must also live and work in close proximity to each other, at least close enough for face-to-face 
contact to occur. This does not eliminate groups of people with common interests from being 
part of a network, regardless of their location, but it places a particular importance on the 
additional qualities of the relationships which occur between people who can see and touch each 
other. There are elements of power and vulnerability which can only be realized between people 
who are in each other's presence, and it is the inter-relatedness of these elements which 
contributes to a sense of community. 
The opposite extreme of this can be shown by the nature of the relationships between people 
who communicate via the Internet. This medium of communicating includes the ultimate 
anonymity, in that only such personal identifying characteristics as the author chooses, are 
revealed. No body language, intonation, or qualification are present. The recipient may not know 
the location, age, gender, or intentions of the author, and the author cannot be held accountable 
for anything said. Although the Internet can be used for communication between people with 
similar interests, it cannot be selective about who joins in the conversation. Thus, this type of 
electronic community without any physical context is open to a lack of commitment from its 
participants and is vulnerable to deception. It can be an effective tool in community 
development, but falls short of meeting all the needs for community itself. 
It can be seen, then, that the concept of community should involve both a set of traits or 
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characteristics and a geographical element, or a specific group of people of a specific place. The 
individual traits, size, and location of each community and their relationship to the larger world 
are what make each community unique. However, the question to be addressed here is, what are 
the characteristics of community or what are the traits that will help to identify where community 
exists? 
Arriving at a Working Definition 
Humans are, above all, social beings, and define their identities as individuals through their 
relationships with others (Daly and Cobb 1994, 18). Economic activity is just one aspect of the 
social structure in which people live, but economists assert the opposite; that the social aspects of 
human activity are minor components in the overriding economic structure of modem industrial 
society. However, people are more than a peculiar species of consumers of economic goods, 
although traditional economic theory generally fails to take into account any of the other 
dimensions of the human character. A person's spiritual, political, and kinship components are 
also major motivators for decision making, yet economic theory holds that economic self-interest 
overwhelmingly predominates over these (Daly and Cobb 1994, 164). Thus they can be 
discounted and ignored, and community can be defined in primarily economic terms. 
This position is very convenient when constructing economic models of society because one 
can then justify eliminating all of those social unknowables, those variables which do not lend 
themselves to having a price assigned to them. However, "Societies are not merely statistical 
aggregations of individuals engaged in voluntary exchange but something much more subtle and 
complicated. A group or community cannot be understood if the unit of analysis is the individual 
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taken by himself .. A society is clearly something greater than the sum of its parts" (Thurow 
1983, 222-223). 
This line of reasoning, then, that people are social beings functioning in a series of social 
relationships, some of which are economic, would dictate that "community" is a social construct, 
not limited to economic activity alone, but comprising the full range of human relationships. 
Some of the foundations for these relationships include such things as history, kinship, both 
formal and informal organizations, religion, culture, politics, economics, and geography. The last 
of these, geography, is one which all "communities" share. It is possible to define groups of 
people with common interests who do not share any common physical location, and 
"community" is often used to describe such groups, but in the context of community 
development an identifiable geographical area is essential to the development process. This is 
similar to the term "neighbourhood" which is usually considered to be smaller than 
"community," but which nevertheless includes the same context of a physical location. In the 
same way, a city is thought to be larger than what is meant by "community," and is actually a 
collection of communities, but still the assumption of geographical location is present. 
Not all of these kinds of relationships are present, nor indeed necessary, in every community. 
In fact, if too many of these characteristics are present in too great an intensity, the community 
may be so homogeneous and insular that development may not be possible because of intense 
resistance to change, borne of a desire to keep the community in conformity with perceived 
norms. All are important, but the number of commonalities is not so important as the quality of 
the relationships involved. 
Donald Fessler discusses community in the context of "suitability for change efforts," 
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suggesting that there must be "a sufficient degree of primariness to make genuine interpersonal 
communication possible" (1976, 7). People must be familiar enough with each other to relate to 
each other in a meaningful way. This involves face-to-face relationships among people in a 
geographical setting with some history and continuity together. Community age, rigidity of class 
structure, and degree of mobility of its people are important considerations. He concludes that 
neighbourhoods might need to be consolidated to form a community, while a city might need to 
be divided into smaller, more cohesive units to qualify as communities. The emphasis here is on 
the physical and social attributes that help determine community. 
In No Place Like Home, Marcia Nozick makes the point that "there has to be continuing, 
meaningful human interaction in order to create the social bonding which is a prerequisite to 
building community culture," and that those places which are "alienating" and "lacking in social 
supports and culture" never reach community status (1992, 197). Social bonding is both among 
the people and between the people and the place. The quality of community is measured by the 
strength of those social bonds, and is based on shared values, common needs and historical 
experiences, and similar ways of relating to the world beyond the community. Culture is the 
"collective expression of values, perceptions, language, technology, history, spirituality, art and 
social organization in a community" and is the "glue that holds communities together and makes 
them last over generations" (Nozick 1992, 181). While not specific about which traits are 
essential, the emphasis is clearly on the combined social aspects as being the critical determinant 
of community. 
Finally, community is drawn by Janet Fitchen from the ideas of the rural people whom she 
interviewed, as including "physical boundaries, political jurisdictions, as well as the various 
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institutions of production-distribution-consumption, socialization, social control, social 
participation, and mutual support" (1991, 253). Some of the qualities associated with community 
included friendliness, familiarity, egalitarianism, family, and security. All of these relate to the 
social aspects of community. 
From the foregoing discussion it can be seen that the concept of community includes both a 
specific geographical setting and a combination of social characteristics and relationships. In 
attempting to define what physical size may constitute community, there is evidence that a range 
is appropriate rather than a specific quantity of hectares. Even this range needs to be flexible, 
because population density is a major factor in determining what is big enough but not too big to 
qualify. The primary point is that there must be a geographical context, a physical link common 
to the members of a community. A certain critical mass of both human and physical resources 
are needed in order to generate the necessary economic and organizational activities which 
support development. 
Similarly, a range of social characteristics can be used to define a community. No single trait 
is indispensable, and not all are always necessary. It is not so much a matter of which 
relationships or how many characteristics apply to a given community, but rather the depth of 
those relationships and the quality of those characteristics which determine the nature and 
strength of a community. Following the metaphor of"glue" used by Marcia Nozick, strong and 
healthy social relationships based on shared history, place, and values "bind" people together 
into meaningful communities. Physical assets alone do not generate a sense of community, of 
belonging to a social group, and alienated and transient people do not build strong community 
ties, or institutions such as service clubs, churches, or political action groups. It is not sufficient 
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for community for people to simply have things in common. It is essential that they also value 
those things which they do have in common, and that those shared values are manifested in both 
formal and informal community organizations and relationships. Formal organizations might 
include local government, service clubs, churches, boards, and committees, while informal might 
be social clubs, ball teams, and local gathering places. Thus, the following working definition of 
"community" is proposed: 
A "community" consists of any group of people having a common geographical location, 
extensive acquaintanceship, formal organizations, and shared cultural values. 
The requirement for formal organizations would tend to eliminate groups that are too small, and 
the need to have extensive acquaintanceship would tend to eliminate those larger bodies such as 
whole cities or provinces, where face-to-face familiarity would be very limited. Any of a small 
city, a town, a village, or a hamlet might have sufficient resources and common vision to be a 
community. Some rural groups may also meet this criteria. 
Community Development - A Description 
Community Development Versus Economic Development 
Development of any kind connotes the idea of bringing the possible to fruition or bringing 
something to a more valuable or usable state. While economic development has an obvious 
monetary focus, community development has a much broader scope, which usually includes the 
economy. Economic development only considers the social aspects of community as they may 
impact or support economic activity. The major emphasis is on job creation, often in the form of 
pursuing large industrial or manufacturing operations. On the other hand, community 
development covers all aspects of community, including economic, environmental, and social. 
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For example, community development may target community institution building as its focus 
through efforts aimed at creating or strengthening local boards or advocacy groups. Generally, 
economic development concentrates on employment, while community development focuses on 
community-building, even though this distinction is becoming more blurred. 
Approaches to Community Development 
Community development considers all aspects of community life, even though there is a 
strong tendency to focus only on the economic area. Ross and Usher (1986) describe the 
predominant view of economic development in the following terms. The traditional view within 
modern industrialized society is that large and complex organizations, dominated by giant 
corporations and government, are, and will continue to be, the producers and distributors of the 
outputs of society. Family and community are no longer considered to be meaningful 
contributors to this process, but are simply consumers of goods and services and providers of 
labour. The role of community is reduced to only a social function with little, if any, economic 
value to the larger economy. 
Although this description applies to economic development, the marginalized role of the 
community carries over into the broader arena of community development. It then becomes very 
easy, based on this approach, to concentrate entirely on economics, and to trivialize all of the 
important and valuable contributions which communities make to the well-being of their 
members. There are alternatives to this line of thinking, and it is the intent of this section to 
consider some of them. 
Returning to Ross and Usher (1986), in their book From The Roots Up, the primary 
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discussion is on economic development, but their prescription applies to the subject of 
community development. They make a major distinction between the formal and the informal 
economy: the formal economy is that of large and highly organized industry and government, 
while the informal economy consists of the domestic economy ofthe household and the local 
economy of the community, much of which takes place without any money transactions. 
The formal economy is based on production and profit, commodities and mass markets, as 
well as the free flow and accumulation of capital. The informal economy is composed of many 
small autonomous units. This decentralization has the effect that "how things are done, who 
receives the output and how people relate to one another are as important as what is produced" 
(Ross and Usher 1986, 4). Informal economic structures include small business enterprises, 
collectives and cooperatives, community organizations and enterprises, voluntary organizations, 
barter and skills exchanges, mutual aid, and household activities. All of these informal structures 
contribute to strengthening social bonds, diversifying local economic activity, and lessening 
dependence on, and vulnerability to, the formal economy. Thus, focusing development on the 
informal economy will result in an amalgamation of social and economic interests, will promote 
stronger and more self-reliant communities, and will add to the variety and richness of 
community life. These are synonymous with the goals of community development. 
A detailed study of a number of rural counties in New York State has been published in the 
book Endangered Spaces, Enduring Places by Janet Fitchen (1991). Her intent is to provide an 
understanding of the rural people and places of America and the context in which major changes 
to the social and economic life of families and communities are taking place. In describing the 
changing rural landscape, and the forces bringing about that change, it becomes evident that 
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many communities are struggling to survive and that rural residents are having to rethink their 
community identity. Added to the stress of facing unprecedented social and economic change is 
the lack of attention from state and national governments to the seriousness of the plight of many 
rural families and communities. Urban centres with their large populations tend to be the objects 
of most government programs, such as infrastructure and services, some ofwhich, by increasing 
the economic disparity, are detrimental to the surrounding rural communities. Community 
development, then, becomes an exercise in survival, not just a self-improvement project. 
Fitch en sees the role of the federal government as one of "developing and enhancing the 
capacity of local social institutions, both formal and informal" (1991 , 267). State governments 
have a more direct role to play in tailoring legislative initiatives and funding to meet local needs, 
such as through tax credits, building codes, and health and education programs. The communities 
themselves could then concentrate on fostering such activities as networking among 
communities, the sharing of human resources, and the delivery of social services to dispersed 
populations. Empowering community institutions to provide support and service to community 
members is a major component of community development. For threatened and dying 
communities, this may be the most pressing and immediate need. 
In addition to revitalizing community institutions, it is also important to improve local 
employment opportunities, in both quantity and quality, and provide supplemental protection and 
assistance for low-wage earners. Community planning needs to complement the people's vision 
of themselves, and not become too focused on real estate development for the sake of increased 
property taxes. New residents must be incorporated into community institutions in order to 
capture their talents and contributions for the benefit of the community. Fitchen's approach to 
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community development relies heavily on building up both the formal and informal institutions 
of communities. The provision of social services, such as child care and health insurance is the 
focus in the short run, while improved employment opportunities are needed for the longer term. 
In her study ofthe building of sustainable communities Marcia Nozick (1992) sees the 
modem economic-social-environmental crisis as a crisis of ethics, and as the natural result of an 
economic system based upon human life serving the system rather than the system serving the 
needs of people and communities. She makes the argument that only by returning to a society 
built on human and ecological values, instead of continuing in the direction of corporate and 
government economic agendas, can sustainable communities, and thus a sustainable society, 
emerge. Her vision of sustainability revolves around the goals of permanence and security for all 
people, based on community engendered and controlled development. 
In order to bring about such a change in direction, a number of strategies must be 
implemented. An overriding concern is to move away from the current trend of economic 
globalization, with its attendant social homogenization and destruction of cultural diversity, 
towards a smaller scale economics using human scale technologies and organizations. This view 
is based largely on the pioneering work of E. F. Schumacher in the 1970s, including his study 
Small is Beautiful: A Study of Economics as if People Mattered ( 1973 ), who promoted the 
necessity of moving towards small scale, nonviolent technologies, decentralization, and local 
control. Schumacher, in tum, drew heavily on the ideas of Gandhi, whose economics was "to 
begin with the villages, to stabilize and enrich their way oflife by use oflabour-intensive 
manufacture and handicrafts, and to keep the nation's economic decision making as decentralized 
as possible, even if this slowed the pace of urban and industrial growth to a crawl" (Schumacher 
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1973, 6). 
Building upon this premise, Nozick advances several propositions for achieving sustainable 
community development. The first involves communities becoming more self-reliant, through 
people in communities relying less on mass produced goods and producing for themselves more 
of the things they need. This is the exact opposite of the current practice of directing a 
community to concentrate on the production of a few specialized products for export to the larger 
economy and to use wages for the purchase of goods, most of which are imported from outside 
the community. This practice has the result of making communities totally dependent on the 
vagaries of the global economy, over which there is no local control. Self-reliance at the 
community level provides a stimulus and an environment for local entrepreneurship to flourish, 
for more ofthe local wealth to remain in the community, and for building and strengthening 
community culture. 
A second imperative is that development must be ecologically sensitive, and that living 
within the carrying capacity of the natural environment can best be managed at the local level, 
rather than at the decision-making headquarters of large hierarchical organizations, either 
industrial or governmental. Ecological efficiency must supersede economic efficiency for long 
term sustainability. 
A supportive political structure is necessary in order for communities to become more self-
reliant and ecologically sensitive. This requires decentralizing authority and utilizing 
nonhierarchical structures in order to obtain maximum participation of community members in 
decision making and development processes; in other words, community control. Empowering 
communities means providing them with the tools and supports necessary to carry out the 
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community will, and transferring authority for decision making to local organizations, where 
appropriate. 
Fundamental to community empowerment is the requirement for a system which meets 
individual human needs for survival, autonomy, and integration. With the advance of 
industrialization, the role of community in helping to meet these needs of individuals has 
diminished. When the market system fails to provide them, government bureaucracies deliver 
social services and compensation programs that were once supplied by family and community. 
Building community support networks has the double benefit of not only more effectively and 
efficiently meeting individual human needs, but also of building stronger, more self-reliant 
communities. 
The final and critical ingredient for sustainable community development, according to 
Nozick, is community culture; the glue that binds people together and gives them a sense of 
identity. This is reflected through the social and natural history and cultural diversity of each 
community, giving each one its unique identity. Heritage links a community to its past, while 
natural features link a community to its surroundings. Cultural diversity broadens personal 
experience, understanding, and appreciation ofboth differences and commonalities, and 
contributes to the unique character of each community. Arriving at a common social purpose 
strengthens community bonding, networking, and institutions, and improves community vitality, 
all of which contribute to community and individual health and well-being. 
Nozick's approach to community development, summarized in Table 1, focuses on the 
human element of society rather than the purely economic function of commerce within society. 
If the emphasis is placed on people development instead of hierarchical structure development, 
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then communities can once again become the centres of human relationships, ingenuity, and 
balance with nature, which they once were. 
Table 1.--Nozick's Ingredients for Development of Sustainable Communities 
1. Economic self-reliance 
2. Ecological sensitivity 
3. Community empowerment 
4. Meeting individual needs 
5. Developing community culture 
Source: Nozick 1992. 
Mark Roseland takes a somewhat different approach in his book, Toward Sustainable 
Communities (1992), in focusing on planning and policy initiatives that can be implemented by 
government institutions to move in the direction of sustainability for both communities and the 
environment. There is a pronounced urban bias to this work, in part because urban centres are the 
chief consumers of the world's resources and the largest producers of the world's wastes. As a 
consequence, large urban centres and cities provide the most fertile ground for large scale 
environmental benefits from changes in consumption and land use. Rather than developing the 
social aspects of communities in order to facilitate positive change from within, Roseland's 
emphasis is on the physical attributes of communities which are primarily the responsibility of 
government planners. 
Some of the areas where it is suggested that a changed perspective can bring about 
significant improvement are: air quality, transportation and traffic management, land use and 
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growth management, energy conservation and efficiency, waste reduction and recycling, and 
water and sewage. Economic development would aim for sustainable employment through 
community-oriented enterprises, and for more self-reliance through import substitution. 
Community development would include such options as safety audits of public areas, urban 
design with sensitivity to special needs groups, co-housing developments, and environmental 
education. 
This approach differs markedly from those approaches previously discussed, in that these are 
predominantly top-down strategies requiring the expertise of planners and the support of 
politicians for implementation. They do not directly attempt to build community culture, 
institutions, or networks, but instead try to create a conducive environment for those aspects of 
community to flourish, by changing the nature and characteristics of the built environment. 
While the working definition of community proposed above does not preclude them, co-
operative or intentional communities are not widespread in North America, and as a consequence 
are not often considered as an option for community development. George Melnyk has provided 
a detailed examination of the history, development, and status of the co-operative movement in 
his book The Search For Community (1985). 
After sifting through the four co-operative traditions which he labels as the Liberal 
Democratic, the Marxist, the Socialist, and the Communalist, Melnyk proposes a new form of 
co-operative, called the "social co-operative". It would be an intentional community, designed to 
address some of the major socio-economic issues ofWestem Canada, including persistently high 
unemployment, declining social services, a cyclical primary producer economy, and the 
increasing movement away from the traditional family structure to a more diverse set of social 
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relationships. This would be accomplished through co-operative industries, housing, social 
services, and ownership, or as he summarizes it, "working together, living together, owning 
together" (Melnyk 1985, 139). 
This is certainly a comprehensive form of community development, since it involves a 
complete redesign of the individual's relationship to community and the community's 
relationship to society. This development strategy, while offering ambitious opportunities, also 
demands serious commitments from its participants, on a scale not usually seen in mainstream 
society. It is not just an economic strategy, but a whole-life strategy; one which alters a whole 
range of human relationships. This is not a development strategy which is likely to find 
widespread support in highly industrialized societies, but it does offer an interesting and 
thoughtful alternative where the desire for change and the willingness to experiment are strong. 
A very comprehensive and detailed treatment of community economic development is 
presented in Planning Local Economic Development, by Edward J. Blakely (1994). Although the 
focus is on economic development, many of the concepts, strategies, and tools apply to the 
broader realm of community development. For example, Blakely states that "Concentrating on 
building the social and institutional network creates the inviting environment for a firm to 
develop or locate in a community" (1994, 61). When defining a conceptual framework for local 
economic development, he says "The basic tenets of this framework suggest that local economic 
development is a process that emphasizes the full use of existing human and natural resources to 
build employment and create wealth within a defined locality" (1994, 62). These statements 
demonstrate a concern for the social attributes of communities; an emphasis not limited to the 
strictly economic factors such as infrastructure and land. 
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Components in this approach include; an effective local planning process, a range of 
analytical techniques, successful strategy formulation, locality development, business 
development, human resource development, community-based economic and employment 
development, and a detailed project plan. There is a heavy emphasis on planning, on institutional 
co-operation, and on process. The objective is to create an attractive and supportive environment 
for development to take place, and to match development to local needs and capabilities. 
One final and very appropriate essay by Thomas M. Power (1995) takes a look at the 
dominant economic model of the natural-resource-dependent community, based on extraction 
and export, and provides an alternative base model with a community focus. In the traditional 
view, the extraction and export of natural resources creates wealth, some ofwhich flows to the 
local community enabling residents to then purchase all of those things which they do not 
produce for themselves. In addition, this resource exploitation is considered to be the primary 
economic activity of the community, and is the driving force behind all other secondary, locally 
oriented, activities. Anything that "threatens the viability of that extractive natural resource base, 
threatens the continued existence of the entire community" (Power 1995, 238). 
It is shown, through the use of recent economic performance data, that at both the local and 
regional levels, the northwestern American states have experienced economic expansion while 
their extractive industries were in decline, thus calling into question the assumptions of the 
model. The alternative approach moves away from the dependence and instability of the 
extractive model, to an environmental quality model which encompasses the social, as well as the 
natural, environments. The emphasis is on creating an attractive living environment; where 
people (labour) want to live and work, where import substitution provides entrepreneurial 
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opportunities for local businesses, and where the surrounding natural environment is utilized in 
more nonconsumptive ways. It is the combination of the favourable qualities of the social and 
natural environments which will lead to the long term stability and sustainability of these 
communities. 
Common Themes and Divergences 
From the foregoing range of commentary on community development, a number of common 
themes are apparent. Globalization of manufacturing and markets has contributed greatly to 
community vulnerability, instability, and lack of control over options. There is strong agreement 
with the imperative to reduce those threats to community by diversifying local economies 
through such efforts as import substitution and small business development. There is also 
agreement on the need to decentralize decision making, to empower local communities to have 
more control over their activities and environment, both social and natural. This can be 
accomplished through devolution from higher levels of government, and through strengthening 
community social institutions, both formal and informal. There is agreement on the more general 
ideas of creating better local employment opportunities, becoming more self-reliant, and 
incorporating ecological sensitivity into all planning and development decisions. 
Divergences occur not so much with the desired results of community development, but in 
the choice of emphasis or method for achieving the results. Ross and Usher, Fitchen, Nozick, and 
Power all favour a bottom-up local approach that focuses on local initiative, social structure, and 
relationship building to produce more vibrant, self-reliant, and cohesive communities. In 
contrast, Roseland and Blakely take a top-down approach which relies heavily on professional 
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planning and co-operation of formal institutions. Roseland has a strong focus on the physical or 
built environment, while Blakely is concerned with the process, the nuts-and-bolts, of developing 
and implementing a successful development strategy. Melnyk did not envision that his proposal 
for a social co-operative would be widely applied, but it does offer a comprehensive alternative 
for working-class people who are committed enough and adventurous enough to embark on a 
new social experiment. Community development is a process of utilizing human, social, 
institutional, and physical resources to build a sustainable community. 
Participation- Necessary Players 
A Role for Everyone, Some Less Than Others 
Community development is not just a local activity. There are many potential players at 
several levels, all ofwhom may contribute to the process, and whose activities and input should 
be coordinated for effective implementation of a development strategy. The most widely used 
development strategy is industrial attraction, but this narrowly focused action marginalizes many 
people and local organizations, and may contribute to a lack of community support for the 
process. It is therefore important for community development to be a local initiative, supported 
and directed from within the community itself. 
Community development is usually undertaken for one of two reasons; to improve upon 
existing conditions (proactive), or to deal with a perceived threat to existing conditions 
(reactive). The proactive situation may arise as a result of a growing awareness within a 
community of some deficiency or problem, such as inadequate affordable housing or lack of 
employment opportunities for young people. The reactive case is most often triggered by a 
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particular event, such as the imminent closure of a major employer or the proposed siting of an 
unwanted development (prison, land fill, hazardous waste storage, etc.). Either situation can 
furnish the necessary stimulus to unite a community into concerted action, although the former 
may require much more effort to motivate people to action than the latter. Even so, there is still a 
need for concerned and motivated individuals to start the community development process. 
Without these few initial agents of change, much complaining may be heard but little 
constructive action may take place. 
These initiators come in many guises, some self-serving and some egalitarian, and some just 
doing the job for which they are hired. They include local business people, council members, and 
entrepreneurs, who have organizational skills and channels of communication with other 
influential business and political leaders. They include leaders of local service clubs and 
organizations, and individuals who have become strongly motivated by the issues. Also, there are 
the development planners who are employed by local organizations to carry out the planning 
process. Obviously, not all of these individuals will emerge at once to lead a community to unite 
and focus on a development issue. The point is that highly motivated and inspired individuals 
from within the community are essential to the process of mobilizing the larger community, and 
invigorating the process itself. Research conducted on the similarities of successful community 
economic development stories revealed that "in all cases there was one dynamic leader or 
'sparkplug' who got things started, made sure things got done and kept things moving" (Larsen 
1995, 1). Many other commonalities were also identified in that research, but the presence of the 
"sparkplug" was at the top of the list. Without that person, the other elements are unlikely to 
yield a successful outcome. 
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In addition to these key individuals, it is equally important to have as many of the local 
institutions and organizations as possible involved in the planning process. As mentioned 
previously, community development is a process, necessitating development of a strategic plan, 
and the people of the community, both individually and through local organizations, need to be 
involved in the formulation of that plan. These institutions may include banks, churches, service 
clubs, boards, councils, and government agencies. Many informal organizations exist as well, 
such as sports leagues, social clubs, and environmental groups, all of which may have human 
resources and constructive ideas to contribute to the development process. 
Along with the need to have an inclusive process where all community members have 
opportunities for input, it is essential to have a lead or coordinating agency to control and 
monitor the development process, both at the planning and implementation stages. An 
organization with sufficient authority and resources to carry out this function should be formed, 
although it must be careful not to become autocratic, but instead remain committed to the goal of 
serving the will of the community. 
Traditional hierarchical power structures have produced a political and bureaucratic system 
of governance which concentrates decision-making authority at the highest levels, leaving little 
control for self-determination at the local level. Budget restraints at all levels have lately 
contributed to the devolution of control of some programs, but with corresponding reductions in 
funding. Although communities need to have the opportunity to exercise more control over their 
own affairs, there is still an important and necessary role for government to perform. Off-loading 
of responsibilities onto local institutions without adequate resources will only lead to further 
declines in public services rather than more effective management and delivery of those services. 
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Federal and provincial governments can be facilitators of community initiatives through 
appropriate trade and development policies which recognize and support community institutions 
and social structures. They can also assist by providing financial support through such 
instruments as community development corporations, community bonds, and loan guarantees. 
Too often in the past, government policies have favoured large corporate endeavours at the 
expense oflocal enterprise, with the consequence ofblocking local development opportunities 
and causing community dependence on market forces far removed from local control. 
For example, in British Columbia most of the timber resource is on Crown land, but through 
a tenure system designed for large corporations, many communities find themselves at the mercy 
of one, or a few major mills which dominate local economies (Marchak 1995, ch. 4). These same 
companies export nearly 85% of their production into the international marketplace (COFI 1994, 
23). This puts resource-dependent communities at risk to the effects of global competition for the 
production of primary products. Communities have no control over access to the forests which 
surround them, thus severely limiting opportunities for local development and diversification. 
All of these players, including individuals, formal and informal organizations, and 
government agencies, are important participants in the community development process. 
However, any one or more of these can also present stumbling blocks if their respective roles are 
not clearly defined. Government agencies can pursue policies which thwart local initiatives; local 
organizations and institutions can pursue conflicting turf-protecting strategies; and highly 
motivated individuals can be totally self-serving. These actions can undermine the best of 
intentions. Only when all the people of the community are included, the important participants 
understand their respective roles, and there is a willingness to work together for the good of the 
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whole community, will community development be able to deliver on its potential. The 
characteristics of successful community development can be described, but they cannot be 
simply imposed like a template. They must be learned and nurtured. 
Governments must come to realize that the solutions to community problems must be 
identified by the communities themselves, and that financial and policy support for communities 
must become a priority, even when it conflicts with large corporate interests. Community 
organizations and institutions must be built and nurtured so that communities can learn once 
again how to take care ofthemselves without so much reliance on outside supports. Finally, 
communities need to create a supportive environment where motivated and community-oriented 
individuals can exercise and grow their leadership abilities for the benefit of everyone. Marcia 
Nozick envisions a new pioneering spirit of community development based on "cooperative 
values, self-reliance, human dignity and balance with nature" (Nozick 1992, 213). It will require 
the diligent and cooperative effort of all the players to make this vision a reality. 
Rural Community - Specific Context 
Attributes and Barriers 
Adapting any set of general principles to a specific situation can be difficult and 
controversial, and this is no less the case with community development. This is so in part 
because "currently, no theory or set of theories adequately explains regional or local economic 
development" and "the economic development practitioner is never certain which factor has the 
greatest weight in any given situation" (Blakely 1994, 53). In addition, "The global corporate 
vision aims at taking over local neighbourhoods and local economies: the local vision answers 
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the crises created by the global corporate vision. The two visions are mutually exclusive" (Nozick 
1992, 39). In spite ofthe drawbacks ofhaving no adequate theory, conflicting visions, and 
uncertainty throughout, some specific proposals for rural British Columbia communities will still 
be put forward. 
British Columbia covers nearly a million square kilometres, and has a population of about 
three million, most of whom live within 50 kilometres of the American border. The rest of the 
province north of the border zone is sparsely populated, with Prince George being the only city 
with more than twenty-five thousand people. There are a dozen or so communities of a few 
hundred, an equal number of a few thousand, and seven cities ranging in size from ten to sixteen 
thousand. In all ofthese communities, the extraction and processing of natural resources is the 
dominant economic activity, including mining, oil and gas, and timber (Industry Canada 1993). 
All of these industries are based on exports into internationally competitive markets. This heavy 
dependence on exports of primary products leaves these communities vulnerable to the cyclical 
nature of the global economy in which they participate. 
Thus, in attempting to find development strategies for British Columbia's rural communities, 
it is evident that these areas share some common history and features, despite being widely 
dispersed over a huge geographical area. The history of resource exploitation for export is the 
history of British Columbia. The only significant advance in the hinterlands of the province in 
the last hundred years has been the dramatic increase in the rate of exploitation due to modem 
technology and transportation. All of the corporate, commercial, and financial control of this vast 
area resides in the Lower Mainland of the province or even farther afield, thus severely limiting 
local options for other uses of resources. 
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It would be prudent, then, in view of such dependence, to proceed cautiously with any 
community development strategy which would have a significant negative impact on the existing 
economic base. This does not mean that one must be timid in advocating for change, but it does 
mean that transition strategies must be well-planned and have the support of the community. For 
example, radical changes to the forest tenure system which result in mill closures before other 
employment opportunities are in place will have immediate and serious economic consequences 
locally, and will alienate much of the business and labour support which is so necessary for 
development success. 
Strategies for diversification, self-reliance, and import substitution are crucial for relieving 
economic vulnerability, but the potential consequences of these actions need to be examined for 
impacts to existing local business. Import substitution, for example, means producing locally 
something which is currently brought in from outside of the region, thus contributing to 
community self-reliance. However, if that import happens to be a mainstay of a local retailer, and 
the new substitute usurps the local market for that product, then the business sector may perceive 
import substitution as a threat to local business and not a benefit. Working with the retailers, by 
allowing them the opportunity to sell the substitutes, rather than creating direct competitive 
situations, may result in more cooperation. Most of these rural communities have relatively small 
economies, and while some competition is healthy, market size is limited. Undermining local 
businesses will hurt the community in the long run. 
Economic strategies tend to predominate in community development plans, but the social 
areas of community are equally important. Another common feature of rural communities in 
British Columbia is the nature of the landscape. These communities are surrounded by large 
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natural landscapes, some of which have been impacted by industrial activities, but many of 
which are mostly wilderness. This close proximity to real wilderness, a vanishing feature in 
North America, is what draws many people to live in these communities. This sense of 
appreciation ofwildemess values can be translated into a sense ofbelonging to the land, and that 
in tum can be used to reinforce community identity and common values. Stewardship of the 
natural environment, including ecologically sensitive development, can become part of shared 
community culture, and drive the innovation which is necessary to develop viable alternatives to 
large-scale industrial exploitation. 
Resource-dependent communities tend to have a transient population component which is 
larger than in more diverse and stable cities. This can make the job of building community bonds 
and institutions more difficult and challenging, but it is an area that needs much attention and 
effort. It is important for long-time residents to try to find ways to incorporate newer members 
into the social structures of the community, and to welcome their contributions to community 
life. Northern communities are experiencing only moderate population increases, and many of 
their young people leave for the larger centres in search of work. Attracting and keeping good 
community citizens needs to be a high priority for community development. Particular attention 
should be focused on developing opportunities for young people, since those who have grown up 
in a community already have established social networks and family ties, and are more likely to 
become the long-term residents of the future. 
Empowering rural communities is important, but this will involve a learning process which 
will require support from higher level agencies to be successful. Where local capabilities are 
inadequate, those skills will need to be developed among the local population. In communities 
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where the skills exist, new decision-making structures may need to be developed to facilitate the 
exercise of additional responsibilities. Community resource boards and community development 
corporations are just two examples. Devolving control to the local level without adequate support 
in the form of training, expertise, and financing, is a prescription for failure. 
Rural British Columbia communities have a number of common features including; a high 
degree of natural resource dependency, a wilderness setting, long distances to major population 
centres, small populations and local economies, and little local control. All of these can be 
accepted as barriers to development, but they can also provide opportunities and the impetus for 
motivated and determined communities {Table 2). 
Table 2.--Development Strategies for Rural British Columbia Communities 
1. Develop community culture and vision 
2. Focus on human resources, particularly young adults 
3. Develop and support small scale enterprises 
4. Strive for import substitution with locally made goods and services 
5. Enhance local leadership and management skills 
6. Establish dialog with other communities 
Source: Ross and Usher 1986, Fitchen 1991, Nozick 1992, Blakely 1994, Power 1995 
Building strong community culture and sense of common purpose should be high priorities 
for a development strategy. Local people will have to define those elements most appropriate to 
each community. Focusing on human resources, especially the young adults, is very important. 
Developing and supporting opportunities for small scale manufacturing, production, and service 
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businesses to displace imports, provide diversity, and lessen export dependence is crucial to 
long-term sustainability. Communities will need to prepare themselves to exercise more control 
over all aspects of community life. Networking with other similar communities will be an 
essential tool in this process. These, then, are some specific strategies which may be applied to 
rural communities in British Columbia. 
Conclusions 
Defining intellectual constructs, such as "community", can be frustrating, compromising, 
even manipulative, depending on one's approach. Here, an attempt has been made to develop a 
practical definition, a working definition which may be useful when considering the 
appropriateness of community development approaches or strategies for a specific grouping of 
individuals. The size and spatial density of the group are important elements, as well as the 
geographical rootedness and the presence or absence of formal social structures. If a group is too 
small, too dispersed, or lacking in basic formal structures, community development may not be 
feasible until more of the characteristics of community are in place. This in itself can give 
direction and purpose to group action, and provide a strong foundation from which to embark on 
the path to a sustainable and fulfilling future. 
Surveying approaches to community development reveals that economic development has 
been the mainstay of most development strategies in the past, and continues to be so today. 
However, it is clear that economic development is only one aspect of community development, 
and not necessarily the most important. The cultural, social, and landscape aspects of 
communities are what make each one distinctive and give each its particular qualities which 
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make it unique. Cultural aspects such as language and traditions, social traits such as lifestyles 
and mobility, and geographical setting whether urban or rural, all contribute to the unique 
character of individual communities. Building on these qualities can strengthen social bonds, 
contribute to common community purpose, and improve the livability of communities. All 
members of the community should be included in the process of community development, from 
formulating a community's vision of itself and what it wants to be, to articulating the strategies 
which will enable a community to achieve its goals. 
There is general agreement among the authors surveyed on the need for decentralized, 
diverse, small-scale enterprises with a focus on import substitution and self-reliance, as well as 
ecological sensitivity and stewardship ofthe natural environment. Lessening dependence on the 
formal economy, which relies heavily on an export orientation and hierarchical control, will 
contribute to more local participation and control, a stronger sense of empowerment for local 
institutions, and a community focus rather than an individual consumer focus . 
Those with a planning background tend to focus on a more structured and formal approach to 
community development, with more emphasis on the physical or built environments and the 
actual process of putting together a development plan. This is a top-down approach utilizing the 
expertise of development specialists. Others prefer a bottom-up approach which relies on local 
talent and initiative to identify development directions and provide solutions to local needs. The 
conclusion to be drawn here is that a combination of the two may be most effective for rural 
communities in British Columbia. Many of these communities are small enough that the 
planning expertise may not be locally available, and so some support to facilitate the 
development process may be needed. However, it is still essential that communities design their 
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own development strategies, based on their own identified needs and goals. 
All of those people, organizations, and agencies which affect life at the community level are 
important players in community development, from the unemployed and homeless, to the 
corporate and political leaders at the national level. However, the local people are the most 
important. They must initiate the process, with the help of a few highly motivated and competent 
individuals. They must establish an attitude of cooperation and a desire for self-reliance which is 
necessary to overcome the resistance to change that can thwart the timid and less-committed. 
The importance of highly-motivated individual initiators in the community development 
process should not be under-estimated. They tend to exhibit a sense of purpose and determination 
which can act as a catalyst to draw out these same qualities in other community members, thus 
helping to build some momentum and optimism in the community. Without these individuals it 
is difficult, if not impossible, to achieve concerted community action, but with them, obstacles 
become opportunities. It is not so much the quality or quantity of physical and economic assets 
that determines the successful community endeavour, but the presence and quality of its 
innovators. That is why no formula or template for community development can guarantee a 
successful outcome. It really depends on the character and motivation of the individuals who 
make up a community. One of the challenges for communities is to attract, recognize, support, 
and keep these key individuals. 
A well-prepared community development plan, designed by the local people and including 
the help of outside expertise if necessary, can be a very effective force in gaining the attention 
and cooperation of policy-makers and their agencies. Industrial development schemes or 
government make-work projects are unlikely to meet the long-term needs of individual 
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communities. Local ownership of the goals and the process are essential ingredients for success. 
Recognizing the common characteristics of British Columbia's many rural communities can 
provide some common ground for approaching community development. Wilderness landscape 
settings and the opportunities they provide, offer some commonly held values for communities to 
build upon. Their natural resource base, export/import dependency, and distance to major 
markets are other features common to all. Consequently, opportunities exist for networking and 
cooperation among communities to explore new directions in community control of access to 
resources and new ventures suitable for community enterprise. Small scale, self-reliance, 
empowerment, and meeting community needs are the themes for community action. 
Community development is necessarily a concerted and cooperative effort, involving many 
people who care enough about where they live to want to do something positive on its behalf. At 
the base of all organizations and activities, are individuals, each with their own set of interests. 
To make community development happen, individuals must become active, involved, and try to 
find that place where common interests can meet and support one another. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
COMMON PROPERTY 
Even though forms of common-property regimes are likely as ancient as humans 
themselves, they are not often encountered in modem industrial economies. There has occurred 
among some scholars over the last few decades, however, a renewed interest in examining more 
closely the concept of common property (Manning and Adamowicz 1995, 100). This interest has 
been generated in part because of the apparent failure of the two dominant property-rights 
institutions of the modem world, private property and public property, to prevent the over-
exploitation of the world's natural resources (Ostrom 1990, 1). 
One tragic example of this failure is the Canadian Atlantic cod fishery, where coastal 
communities in Newfoundland and Labrador successfully managed their respective fishing areas 
as commons for over a hundred years (Ostrom 1990, 173). However, in the 1950s foreign 
trawlers arrived to fish the deep waters of the continental shelf, treating it as open entry, and 
decimated the cod spawning stock. With the extension in 1976 of Canadian jurisdiction to 200 
miles out from the coast line, the government (the public) assumed control offish stocks, and 
then allowed industrial-scale domestic exploitation of the offshore fish at unsustainable rates 
(Pinkerton and Weinstein 1995, 167). The result was the 1992 collapse and shutdown of the 
entire cod and other groundfish fisheries, both offshore and inshore. Even subsistence fishing by 
residents of outport communities was banned, causing unprecedented social and economic 
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hardship (Walters 1995; 24, 40). 
The interest in commons regimes is also a result of the devastating impacts which 
communities have suffered as a consequence of the enclosure of common property. In the name 
of' economic development' and 'progress', local users of commons have been denied access to 
their traditional areas, had their means of livelihood removed, suffered social and cultural 
upheaval, and been forced from self-sufficiency into the market economy as wage-labourers (The 
Ecologist 1993, 23). In spite of these serious consequences, the enclosure of community 
commons by both public and private interests continues unabated. This is particularly true in 
developing countries such as the Philippines, Indonesia, Thailand, Nigeria, Zambia, Senegal, 
Mali, and Brazil, where rural and indigenous communities are regularly displaced in order to 
facilitate commercial and industrial exploitation ofnatural resources (The Ecologist 1993, 40-
47). The interest in common property regimes, and the problems associated with public and 
private property regimes thus lead to the need for an understanding of these forms of property 
rights before exploring the application of common-property rights to a specific area such as 
community forests. 
Common-Property Regimes 
Definitions of Property Regimes 
Although property is quite often thought of as an object or thing, it is rather a relationship 
between people with respect to an object or thing, and is defined by a bundle of rights. The 
nature of that bundle of rights defines the extent to which the owner or holder of those rights is 
entitled to the benefits associated with an object or thing of value, and the extent to which others 
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are excluded from those benefits. A system of property rights is dependent upon recognition 
by others of their duty to observe the claims of the rights holder, and upon the legitimacy of the 
claims of the rights holder being enforced by a higher power, usually the state. A property-rights 
system can be graphically presented as a triad (Fig. 1 ). 
OBJECTS OF 
SOCIAL VALUE 
DUITTO 0~ 
OBSERVE CLAIMS -----PEOPLE 
Figure 1: The property-rights triad. Source: Baker 1995. 
Property rights are conditional to a time and place, and are cultural artifacts. They change 
across societies and within societies. Property rules have various levels of recognition, ranging 
from informal custom to a formal declaration recognized by the legislature. They are 
exclusionary, require enforcement mechanisms, and have transferability. They may be thought of 
as opportunity sets which specify lines of action open to the holder of the bundle of rights, such 
as who has the right to benefit from the resource, who has the right to control and manage the 
resource, and who has opportunities for the use of the resource. Recognition and legitimacy have 
been formally established through both the common law and statute law. Historically, British 
common law established the principles and rights in property through custom and court 
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decisions. More recently, statute law has become the basis for new property rights, through 
legislation (Baker 1995). 
Three different types of property-rights regimes can be identified, along with one situation 
which involves no rights at all. Private property can be held by individuals, corporations, or 
governments. This form of control is the most restrictive or exclusionary to all other interests and 
is the one most attractive to those seeking to maximize personal benefit. State-property rights are 
usually thought of as synonymous with public rights, and are often used to equalize personal 
benefits within a democratic society. They are used as a balance against the extreme exclusivity 
of private property, for the benefit of the general public. However, governments also exercise 
their rights over property in other ways, and can assign specified rights over state property in 
such a way as to create a private-property interest in a public resource, albeit with some 
restrictions or responsibilities attached. For example, in British Columbia, exclusive water use 
rights to state-owned water are conveyed to private corporations for the exclusive benefit of 
those corporations. This is commonly done with the intent of achieving some perceived public 
benefit, such as employment opportunities or public revenues. 
Common-property rights are a combination of state and private rights, exhibiting some of the 
characteristics of each, such as providing benefits to a group of people through equal access and 
use rights while at the same time restricting access and use by anyone outside of the group. The 
purpose of such an arrangement is to optimize benefits to a specific group, and was much more 
common in the past than it is today (Manning and Adamowicz 1995, 100). The rapid and 
pervasive growth of market economies is founded on, and promotes, the private-property regime, 
because of its ability to allow the accumulation of personal wealth (Daly and Cobb 1994, ch. 7). 
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It is the shift in preference to maximization of individual benefit from optimization of group 
benefit which has led to the decline of common-property regimes over the last few centuries. 
One additional feature of common property should be mentioned. Common-property regimes 
have been used most often at the village or community level. Village economies tend to be 
characterized by relative poverty, a critical dependency on agriculture and natural resources, and 
a high degree ofuncertainty due to unpredictable natural and environmental events (Runge 1992, 
19-21 ). This combination of traits can make the choice of a common-property regime the most 
beneficial. Not only the benefits, but the risks, too, are shared throughout the group, so that no 
one individual reaps excessive profit at the expense of the others, and no one individual suffers 
unduly more than any other member of the group. Shared risk may be not only beneficial, but 
may be crucial to the survival of the village or community in some circumstances, such as when 
subsistence economies are impacted by drought or flood or disease . 
The fourth regime, open access, does not meet any of the criteria for a property-rights system, 
in that it includes any and every one, and lacks any form of enforcement or transferability of 
rights. There are no rights involved, only the unregulated and unlimited opportunity to use the 
resource, for as long as it lasts. For example, the ocean, the atmosphere, and even some forms of 
wildlife such as whales and buffalo have all been treated as free-for-alls in the past. The potential 
for over-exploitation and abuse of a resource is intrinsic to open access, especially as population, 
technology, and competition increase. The failure of some critics of common-property regimes to 
distinguish between common property and open access has led to the unjustified condemnation 
of common-property systems as inherently destructive to the very resources which they are 
supposed to manage and protect (Ostrom 1990, 12-14). This, in tum, has been used by private-
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property advocates to support their call for the conversion of public lands to private ownership, 
and by others to support demands for increased state control (Runge 1992, 17-18; Marchak 1995, 
331-332). It is imperative to recognize the difference between open access and common property. 
Common Property: Tragedy or Not? 
There is a frequently used argument by private-property rights advocates which asserts that 
common-property regimes invariably lead to the degradation of their resources. Usually this 
conclusion is based on Garrett Hardin's essay entitled "The Tragedy of the Commons," 
published in the journal Science nearly three decades ago. The purpose of his article was to 
examine the human population problem, and what Hardin calls "the class of 'No technical 
solution problems"' (Hardin 1973, 134), ofwhich the overpopulation problem is one. He used 
the theoretical example of a group of herdsmen using a common pasture, to show that the 
combined results of the individual herdsmen each pursuing maximum individual utility will lead 
to "the tragedy of the commons." By extrapolation, Hardin asserted that this is the fate of the 
world unless something is done soon to reach zero population growth, and that "individuals 
locked into the logic ofthe commons are free only to bring on universal ruin" (Hardin 1973, 
146). 
This classic critique of the commons has since been used repeatedly by those who favour 
private-property regimes as the appropriate mechanism for achieving both the maximization of 
individual benefit and the optimization of social or public good. Economists consider that the 
"free-rider problem" of the commons will always lead eventually to mismanagement, allowing 
the conclusion to be drawn that "common property is not a viable institutional alternative" 
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(Runge 1992, 18). Totally missed or ignored in this rush to condemn common property is the 
critical element ofHardin's example, namely the tragedy of freedom in a commons. His pasture 
example posits the condition that it is "open to all" (Hardin 1973, 137), and that there is no 
control over access nor any form of informal institutional arrangement among the herders to 
regulate rights and responsibilities. Hardin's pasture model is an example of open access, and not 
common property, because there is no exclusivity, no enforcement, and no transferability of 
rights. 
Open access certainly does leave resources open to all of the mismanagement, over-
exploitation, and even destruction which has characterized so much of human activities since the 
advent of the Industrial Revolution. It is totally wrong, however, to lay the blame for these 
outcomes on the nature of common-property regimes. More often than not, the problem is 
created in a state-property situation where the state fails to exercise adequate control, so that a 
state-property resource degenerates into an open-access resource. Also contributing to the bad 
reputation of common property is the situation where a state authority expropriates control of a 
functioning common-property regime, in order to change or broaden the benefit stream, and then 
allows over-exploitation of the resource (Ostrom 1990, 23). When this happens, critics are quick 
to blame the common-property system, instead of the misguided state system, for the 
management failure. 
Wrong assumptions can often lead to wrong conclusions, and labelling open access situations 
as common-property regimes has this effect. It is convenient for private-property advocates to 
confuse the two, in order to divert attention away from the fact that there are many examples of 
successful, functioning common-property systems around the world. The communal meadows 
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and forests ofTorbel, Switzerland and Hirano, Nagaike, and Yamanoka villages in Japan, the 
huertas irrigation systems of Valencia, Murcia, Orihuela, and Alicante in Spain, and the zanjera 
irrigation communities in the Philippines, are some examples (Ostrom 1990). While some of 
these may be thought of as under-developed or primitive societies, and thus not appropriate 
examples of common-property rights meeting modem demands, neither Switzerland nor Japan 
can be considered backwards or primitive. In addition, the evolution of groundwater-rights 
regimes in Southern California demonstrates the effectiveness of common-property institutions 
in settling a resource-use dispute that was unsolvable by other means (Ostrom 1990). 
Common-property regimes may indeed be the best choice for restoring natural resources 
which have so often been depleted or destroyed by the operation of private-property interests in 
an open-access environment. The government ofNepalleamed this lesson in the 1970s when it 
privatized forests which were previously under local communal control. The villagers began 
systematically over exploiting their forests because they were distrustful of government control 
and policy. This led the government in 1978 to reverse its policy and transfer forest land back to 
village control, with subsequent beneficial results for the forests (Ostrom 1990, 178). While 
under government control, the resource was treated essentially as open access with harmful 
results to the forests. Once control was returned to the villages, the open access situation 
disappeared, to the benefit ofboth the villagers and the forests. Common-property regimes are 
not the villains some have made them out to be, but are rather the victims of mistaken identity 
with open access. 
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Common-Property Attributes 
It is important to have a clear understanding of the concept of common property before 
attempting to apply it to resource management. Common property does not mean the thing of 
value itself, but rather refers to the structures and institutions which humans create to 
control the use of the thing of value. That system of ownership and control is a bundle of rights 
and duties which defines the relationships between the rights holders and duty bearers with 
respect to the thing of value. In the case of a community forest, for example, the forest itself may 
be the thing of value. Such a resource may be used jointly, but the benefits which flow from it 
are consumed individually, and the appropriation of resource units (the timber) by one user 
subtracts from the amount of units available to other users. It is the particular property-rights 
regime which regulates the relationship between the appropriator( s) and those who are excluded 
from the resource. Thus a common-property regime might be the operative system for a resource, 
such as a forest, and that system could either be allocated to the community from the owner (the 
state), or chosen by the community if the community is already the owner. On the other hand, the 
resource could also be managed under either a state- or private-property system, or not managed 
at all, resulting in open access. 
Defining what is meant by the term "common property" is most easily done by describing its 
attributes. Several authors have done this, including Ronald Oakerson, Glenn Stevenson, and 
Eleanor Ostrom. While Stevenson has provided his definition (Table 3) in the course of studying 
the common-property economics of Swiss Alpine grazing commons, Oakerson has taken the 
approach of developing a conceptual framework for analyzing all types of commons regimes, 
based on shared key attributes (Oakerson 1992). Going one step further, Ostrom uses her 
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considerable experience with self-governing institutions to focus her attention on just one of 
Oakerson's key attributes; that of decision-making arrangements. Combining all three of these 
sources provides not only a list of attributes of common-property regimes and a framework for 
analyzing them, but also a set of criteria which can be used in designing an appropriate common-
property system, such as for a community forest. If common property as a viable tool of natural 
resource management is to be defended, then all of these components will be relevant to that 
argument, and they must complement rather than contradict each other. 
Table 3.--Stevenson's Elements of Common Property 
1. The resource unit has bounds that are well defined by physical, biological, and social 
parameters. 
2. There is a well-delineated group of users, who are distinct from persons excluded from 
resource use. 
3. Multiple included users participate in resource extraction. 
4. Explicit or implicit well-understood rules exist among users regarding their rights and their 
duties to one another about resource extraction. 
5. Users share joint, nonexclusive entitlement to the in situ or fugitive resource prior to its 
capture or use. 
6. Users compete for the resource, and thereby impose negative externalities on one another. 
7. A well-delineated group of rights holders exists, which may or may not coincide with the 
group of users. 
Source: Stevenson 1991, 40. 
While Stevenson's elements of common property are derived from the study of one example, 
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Oakerson has developed his conceptual framework for the analysis of commons resources and 
facilities from a synthesis of a number of case studies. This framework is based on the 
identification of key attributes which are shared by the great variety of commons regimes. These 
attributes are variable, but there are clear relationships between them which help in the diagnosis 
of problems, and thus contribute to potential solutions. The framework is not a model of the ideal 
commons regime against which all others are to be compared, but is instead an analytical tool, a 
way of understanding and comparing individual case studies of commons regimes, and of 
identifying the strengths and weaknesses in each. 
Oakerson identified four types of attributes for describing a commons. They are; ( 1) physical 
and technical attributes, (2) decision-making arrangements, (3) patterns of interaction, and ( 4) 
outcomes. There is much room for variation within each attribute, in order to allow the 
framework to be as flexible as possible. Equally as important as the attributes, are the 
relationships that exist between the various attributes (Fig. 4). 
The physical attributes of a commons refers not so much to the actual physical characteristics 
of the resources themselves as it does to their suitability for use by humans. Such aspects as 
renewability, exhaustibility, stock-flow characteristics, response to human action, reversibility of 
a decrease in flow, recyclability, storability, versatility, and ubiquity are all important traits, are 
anthropocentric in nature, and are the properties of interest for the study of a commons (Manning 
and Adamowicz 1995, 6). The available technology is also important to the analysis, especially 
since changes in the type or scale of technology used in a commons can have a major impact on 
both the users and the resource. Oakerson placed particular emphasis on three considerations; the 
relative yield of a resource to the group, the relative ease of excludability, and the minimum 
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appropriate physical boundaries of the commons. He introduced three economic concepts to 
address these considerations. Jointness of use refers to the degree to which multiple users can 
make use of the same resource. Exclusion means the degree of access control to the commons, 
and indivisibility refers to the ease and cost of dividing the commons. 
The second set of attributes involves the decision-making arrangements, or the rules that 
provide the structure for individual and collective choices. These take the form of : operational 
rules which control individual use of the commons; collective choice rules which control group 
use of the commons; and external arrangements which define the range of collective choice 
options in the commons. 
The third set of attributes is patterns of interaction or observed behaviours. Reciprocity and 
cooperation are the desired patterns ofbehaviour. The free rider in such a system erodes these 
values, which can ultimately lead to competitive exploitation, destructive competition, even 
violence. 
PHYSICAL ATTRIBUTES 
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Figure 2. A framework for analyzing the commons. (Oakerson 1992, 53) 
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The final set of attributes in Oakerson's framework looks at outcomes, the physical yields of 
the commons, and are usually evaluated in terms of efficiency and equity. Efficiency may be 
measured through utilization rates and sustainability, while equity may be judged based on 
fairness of access and distribution of benefits (Oakerson 1992, 51). Value judgments are an 
integral part of both the choice of evaluative criteria and the application of those criteria to 
specific outcomes. 
Once having obtained and sorted all of the necessary information about a commons into these 
four types of attributes, it is then possible to focus attention on the primary function of the model, 
which is to examine the nature of the relationships among the four attribute sets. The four 
attribute sets are depicted, as well as arrows showing the direction of causal relationships. Lines 
a and b represent constrained individual behaviour, while c and d involve relationships which are 
independent of human choice. Line e is the area which is most often the source of a difficulty in a 
commons. A mismatch between these two attributes leads to problematic behaviour patterns 
which in tum are manifested in inefficient or inequitable outcomes. Diagnosis of a problem in a 
commons is done by working backwards through the relationships, since it is at the outcome 
level that problems are first observed. Designing solutions to commons problems means 
correcting or adjusting the decision-making arrangements to better fit the nature of the commons, 
remembering that these arrangements include operational, collective, and external components. 
Comparing Oakerson's four attributes of a commons with Stevenson's seven elements of a 
commons (Table 4) reveals that the two sets of attributes are complementary. The first element of 
Stevenson's definition dealing with resource unit bounds fits well with Oakerson's physical and 
technical attributes category. Elements 2, 4, 5, and 7 all pertain to the rules governing resource 
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owners and users, and correspond with the decision-making arrangements described by 
Oakerson. The third element, describing multiple use, is a consequence of the established rules, 
and is reflective of patterns of interaction, while the sixth element dealing with the imposition of 
negative externalities is an outcome ofthe competitive interaction of users. Thus it can be seen 
that Stevenson's definition of common property can be easily accommodated into Oakerson's 
framework for the analysis of a common-property regime. This complementarity lends additional 
credence to the applicability ofOakerson's framework to common-property regimes, and thus 
provides support for the use of the framework in evaluating a potential natural resource 
commons. 
Table 4.--Comparison of Stevenson and Oakerson Common-Property Characteristics 
Stevenson's Elements Oakerson's Attributes 
1. Defined unit bounds A. Physical and technical 
2. Delineated user group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . B. Decision-making arrangements 
4. Defined rules for use 
5. Joint ownership prior to use 
7. Delineated group of rights holders 
3. Multiple users . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C. Patterns of interaction 
6. Competition for use D. Outcomes 
Source: Stevenson 1991 , 40; Oakerson 1992, 43. 
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Ostrom's Framework 
Decision-making arrangements are arguably the most important attribute of a common-
property regime. The other attributes, including the physical and technical traits, patterns of 
interaction, and outcomes are important, but the success or failure of a common-property system 
rests primarily on its decision-making arrangements (Ostrom 1992, 304). Elinor Ostrom has 
spent decades investigating, studying, and theorizing about the problems of collective action and 
common-pool resource use. The focus of Ostrom's framework is on common-property 
institutions, which is equivalent to Oakerson's decision-making arrangements. 
It is important to make clear that this is not an alternative framework to that of Oakerson, but 
builds upon that work. As mentioned above, Ostrom is primarily concerned with the institutions 
which "appropriators" develop and use for the sustainable management of common-pool 
resources (CPRs). A CPR is characterized by; a relatively high cost of achieving physical 
exclusion from the resource (preventing free riders), the ability to accommodate multiple users, 
and the subtractability ofresource units (Ostrom 1992, 295-296). Examples include inshore 
fisheries, grazing lands, a forest, and an irrigation system. An "appropriator" is anyone who takes 
resource units from a resource system, and "institutions" are the sets of working rules used by the 
appropriators to manage appropriation. Thus the institutions which Ostrom describes are the 
same as the decision-making arrangements which are so crucial to the Oakerson framework. It is 
the combining of the resource with the rules which generates the patterns of interaction, and 
which in tum produce the outcomes. Rules without a resource are superfluous, and a resource 
without rules is open access. 
If the institutions are the critical elements in a common-property system, then a study of 
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successful, enduring commons regimes might provide some useful insights into what 
characteristics are essential to that success, and these in tum might be helpful in designing new 
commons institutions, such as for a community forest. Ostrom has conducted such a study and 
has identified a set of seven basic design principles (Table 5). There is one additional principle 
for the situation where a common-pool resource regime is a part of a larger institutional system. 
Table 5.--Design principles characteristic oflong-enduring Common-Pool Resource institutions 
1. Clearly defined boundaries: Individuals or households who have rights to withdraw resource 
units from the CPR must be clearly defined, as must the boundaries of the CPR itself. 
2. Congruence between appropriation and provision rules, and local conditions: Appropriation 
rules restricting time, place, technology, and/or quantity of resource units are related to local 
conditions and to provision rules requiring labour, material, and/or money. 
3. Collective-choice arrangements: Most individuals affected by the operational rules can 
participate in modifying the operational rules. 
4. Monitoring: Monitors, who actively audit CPR conditions and appropriator behaviour, are 
accountable to the appropriators or are the appropriators. 
5. Graduated sanctions: Appropriators who violate operational rules are likely to be assessed 
graduated sanctions (depending on the seriousness and context of the offense) by other 
appropriators, by officials accountable to these appropriators, or by both. 
6. Conflict-resolution mechanisms: Appropriators and their officials have rapid access to low-
cost local arenas to resolve conflicts among appropriators or between appropriators and 
officials. 
7. Minimal recognition of rights to organize: The rights of appropriators to devise their own 
institutions are not challenged by external governmental authorities. 
For CPRs that are parts of larger systems: 
8. Nested enterprises: Appropriation, provision, monitoring, enforcement, conflict resolution, 
and governance activities are organized in multiple layers of nested enterprises. 
Source: Ostrom 1990, 90. 
51 
At first glance, this list ofprinciples gives the impression of a very formal institutional 
structure, including courts, police, and bureaucracies. However that need not be the case. These 
principles have been found at work in very informal settings, with only the local populations 
involved (Ostrom 1990, 51, 54). There is indeed structure to the operating rules, but the entire 
system is managed locally, without any enforcement or control from centralized authorities. 
Institutions from outside of the communities can be incorporated into the system, but only when 
called upon by the appropriators and not when imposed from above. These principles can now be 
used to consider the design of a community forest managed as a commons. 
The Community Forest as Common Property 
The concept of community forests is not new, but in fact quite ancient, as demonstrated by 
the communal forests of rural Japan which are known to have been operative for more than one 
thousand years (Ostrom 1990, 58). Forests are just one of many resources, including fish, peat, 
pasture, wild plants, and hunting areas, which communities have successfully managed for 
centuries under common-property regimes. In the North American context, community forests 
generally have three common elements: the community is responsible for management decision 
making, the forest is managed for multiple values, and the community receives tangible 
socioeconomic benefits from the forest (Masse 1995, 5). 
All of these elements need to be considered when defining what is meant by the term, 
community forest. Management goals for community forests vary, and may include such aspects 
as revenue, employment, education, recreation, water quality, aesthetics, and spiritual values. 
Before examining the appropriateness of managing a community forest as common property, it is 
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first necessary to investigate in more detail the community forest concept as it might apply to the 
British Columbia context, in both its physical and management aspects. 
Physical Considerations 
An appropriate size for a community forest is necessarily a function of both the particular 
landscape in which it is situated, and the number of community users and their requirements. In 
a British Columbia context, features such as forest ecosystem networks and watersheds offer 
appropriate boundaries for landscape-level planning, within which a community forest can be 
delineated. These features are necessary considerations in order to maintain the ecological and 
environmental integrity of the area within, and adjoining, the community forest. Ecological 
boundaries should have a high priority when establishing management areas, so as not to 
fragment natural ecosystems unnecessarily. Forest ecosystem networks and intact watersheds 
should be combined so that landscape ecology can become the basis for land use planning and 
activity. 
This emphasis on maintaining the ecological integrity of the forest, even within the borders 
of a community forest, is based on the premise that a healthy, productive forest is essential for 
long-term community health (Hammond 1991, 201). The most assured way to keep a forest 
healthy is to maintain those elements of the forest which are responsible for its natural health. 
Then the forest can maintain itself. The responsible elements are many and varied, from 
microbes, fungi, invertebrates, and insects to herbs, shrubs, trees, water, and wildlife. The 
destruction or elimination of one or more of these elements impinges directly upon forest health 
(Hammond 1991, 199). Even though the modem industrial forest practices of large-scale 
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clearcutting and replanting have in some places generated new stands oftrees, the diversity of a 
natural forest is not one of their characteristics, and their long-term health has yet to be 
established (Hammond 1991, 114; Kimmins 1992, 57). 
The size of a planning area might be anywhere from 50,000 to 100,000 hectares, or from 500 
to 1000 square kilometres (Hammond 1991, 204). This size of planning area is needed in order to 
incorporate the variety of ecosystem types, and their connectivity across the landscape and 
through time. For example, the Mission Municipal Forest is comprised of about 10,000 hectares, 
which may mean that this planning area is not sufficiently large enough to allow for protection of 
its ecological values from the impacts of adjoining industrial activity. On the other hand, Tree 
Farm Licence 39 covers 715,000 hectares (Hammond 1991, 51), which is too large an area for 
planning purposes unless it is subdivided into smaller, landscape-level units. Coordinated 
planning on a larger landscape scale might help to ensure the maintenance of forest integrity 
through time. Even though a community forest need not be as large as the landscape planning 
area, it is still important to conduct planning on a scale that will allow for proper stewardship of 
forest health. 
Not only size but location of the community forest is important also, especially in regard to 
protecting the quality and quantity of water available for a community water supply. Many 
communities in British Columbia depend on surface water sources for domestic water supplies, 
and the quality of the water is dependent upon the integrity of the surrounding landscape. The 
British Columbia Round Table on the Environment and the Economy stated that, "conflicts over 
appropriate watershed use and management still persist. For example, municipalities often lack 
the legal ability to control the use of the Crown land in the watersheds that provide community 
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water" (BC Round Table 1991, 34). Clearly, community watershed designation does not 
adequately protect the water values. 
Community pastures are another existing use of Crown land which currently falls under the 
jurisdiction of the Ministry afForests in British Columbia. These pastures are essential 
components of local cattle ranching, particularly in the Peace River region, and might benefit 
from inclusion in the community forest designation, thus providing a greater degree of local 
control. 
Existing wood-processing plants and their wood requirements would certainly be a 
consideration in trying to choose an appropriate land base for a community forest. If the plant is 
the major factor in the local economy, and the company does not support the community goals 
and values for the forest, then these communities may need additional support to deal with such 
difficulties. For example, if the community wants to diversify its economy and target its 
community forest wood supply to new, value-added businesses, these ventures will need some 
time to get established. Government help may be needed during the transition to provide stability 
and to minimize the impacts of change on the community and industry. 
Other forest values, such as wilderness, recreation, revenue, and local employment may also 
play an important part in a community's choice ofboth the size and location of its forest. As can 
be seen from this discussion, many factors can affect the size and location of a community forest. 
Ecological appropriateness should be foremost, while various human-use considerations also 
must be considered. Closely tied to the physical and human-use considerations is the issue of 
control and what that might involve. 
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Control Considerations 
Defining community forests in a British Columbia context raises a major issue of availability. 
A forest implies a land base, and nearly all of the publicly-owned forest land in British Columbia 
is already under tenure. As the Forest Resources Commission of 1990 discovered during its 
review of the tenure system, "Virtually all of the forested land is now covered by either an area-
based Tree Farm Licence or one of a number of volume-based licences within a Timber Supply 
Area" (BC, Forest Resources Commission 1991, 35). If this is the case, then how will these new 
community forest lands be made available for community use? 
The companies which currently hold tenure rights would not willingly give them up, 
especially in times of a shrinking wood fibre supply. The provincial Forest Act provides for Tree 
Farm Licences (TFLs) for 25-year terms, and Forest Licences for 15- and 20-year terms. These 
are the most commonly issued licences. The Act also ensures that the government must offer a 
tenure-holder a replacement licence in from 10 to 15 years before the expiry of a current licence, 
if the current licence contains a replacement clause and the licence-holder asks for a replacement 
(British Columbia Forest Act 1992, 11,19). 
There are three options open to the government to get back control of the public forest. First, 
when a specific TFL or Forest Licence is replaced, the automatic replacement clause can be 
omitted from the new licence. Then it becomes a matter ofwaiting for the 15-, 20-, or 25-year 
term of the new licence to expire, at which time control would revert back to government. While 
incurring no direct cost to government, it does involve considerable delay in restoring control to 
government. A second option is for government to negotiate with the licence-holder to effect a 
surrender of the existing licence. Almost certainly this would involve costs to government in the 
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form of providing replacement timber, or cash, or both. The third option is for government to 
pass legislation allowing itself to expropriate existing licences, with or without compensation to 
the licence-holder, at its discretion. While this option appears at first glance to be the most 
attractive, in that it involves the shortest time frame with minimal cost to government, it would 
surely result in court challenges by existing licence-holders for breach of contract. Such cases 
might require years for settlement and considerable legal fees for both sides. 
An appropriate strategy for government might be to eliminate all automatic replacement 
clauses in new licences, and to embark on a plan to negotiate the return to government of 
licences which become identified by communities as high priorities for community forests. If 
negotiations fail, then the third option of legislative expropriation could be pursued on a case-by-
case basis. This would not be as threatening to existing licence-holders as blanket expropriation, 
and would allow for settlements to be reached outside of the judicial system. The restoration of 
control to the government would then make possible the allocation of forest land for community 
control. 
In considering control of a community forest, the first priority should be to examine the 
values that a community wants to manage for. Not all communities will have the same set of 
values, but they should all try to determine what those values are, so that when a bundle of 
common-property rights are designed for community forests, that bundle will contain the 
necessary tools to accomplish the goals. Developing a community vision and set of values is not 
a common endeavour today, because of the overwhelming influence of the economic doctrine of 
the individual as the basic decision-making unit of modem society. Communities are viewed as 
just aggregations of individual consumers. With mobile and transient populations the norm, 
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communities have difficulties developing those institutions and close personal relationships 
which are so important for building a sense of interdependence and community identity. "To 
create a community project, there must first be a socially cohesive community" (Marchak 1995, 
108). 
Some of the values for which a community might choose to manage a community forest 
include: public water supply, aesthetics, wilderness, wildlife, timber production, value-added 
manufacturing, education, recreation, tourism, community pasture, revenue and jobs. Any one or 
a combination of these values could be important, depending on the physical and social 
characteristics of each community. 
Once the values to be managed for have been defined, it then becomes easier to identify the 
specific control issues associated with those values. Access management is one of the most 
contentious issues connected with Crown land, and is a very appropriate area for community 
decision making. Part of the difficulty in trying to resolve the access-management problem on a 
province-wide basis is that all potential values and all potential users must be considered in any 
proposal for a blanket regulation. There is no opportunity to tailor the access strategy to 
particular local conditions. If communities do not have the ability to control access (who, what, 
how, where, and when), then maintaining or enhancing community values may not be possible, 
as mentioned previously in the case of community watersheds. In addition, access control is a 
key element of any common-property regime. Access control should not be absolute to 
communities, but much more responsibility and power over access than now exists would be 
necessary. 
Another major control issue is how to deal with existing tenures that would be a part of any 
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community forest. In addition to timber harvesting tenures, there are numerous other kinds of 
tenures on Crown land such as traplines, guide/outfitting territories, mineral/petroleum 
exploration and development leases, water rights, various rights-of-way, and leases for 
commercial operations (lodges and resorts). Many ofthese tenures occur in layers on the same 
piece of land. All of these rights and tenures will impact or reduce the level of control which a 
community can exercise. 
Included in forest tenures are many areas of responsibility for timber management which are 
still within the domain of the Ministry afForests. These include the allowable annual cut (AAC), 
minimum harvest levels, methods of harvest, utilization standards, forest practices (including 
riparian zone and biodiversity guidelines), and harvest planning and approvals. There are also 
duties related to monitoring and enforcement for conformity to logging plans and regulations. 
Communities will need to examine this range of activities, and try to decide how many of these 
responsibilities they want to take on themselves in order to acquire more control over their forest 
land base. Some of the services could be contracted back to the Ministry, while others might be 
put out to tender, in order to create more opportunities for local entrepreneurs. 
It should be obvious now, from this discussion about the concept of community forests, that a 
simple concept can have many complex and difficult aspects when an attempt is made to 
translate it into a specific situation. Nonetheless, the two main components of the concept 
involve the choosing of its physical and management limits. The priority for the physical aspect 
should be ecological, and for the management aspect, a common community vision and set of 
values. In its implementation it could take a form similar to a Tree Farm Licence, with most of 
the control remaining with the Ministry of Forests. If the community is more focused and 
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cohesive, it might want to try a much more comprehensive form of management involving 
additional responsibilities and controls while providing greater opportunities for the community 
to actually achieve its goals. 
A Community Tenure 
One of the most important issues related to the concept of community forests is that of 
tenure. It arises first because any land base considered for community forest status in British 
Columbia will almost certainly have in existence several tenures already attached to it. Secondly, 
it arises through the necessity to have some vehicle for specifying the rights and responsibilities 
associated with community control. The delineation of rights to a community forest must take 
into account the nature of the property to which they apply. For most communities in British 
Columbia, particularly those that are located away from the Lower Mainland of the province, the 
forests are on state property. A community tenure, then, can be used as the mechanism to change 
a state-property regime to a common-property system. 
Currently, the existing forms of forest tenure created by government actually provide private-
property rights over public timber to the licence-holder, while retaining public rights to the land 
and other resources. However, in attempting to exercise their rights, licence-holders are 
encountering increasing numbers of conflicts with the public over its demands for recognition of 
the other non-timber values. Since forest licences are legally-binding contracts, the government 
cannot arbitrarily ignore its legal obligations to licence-holders. However, rising public 
expectations and demands for the government to act to protect the non-timber values on public 
land, and the government's apparent inability to satisfy those expectations and demands, calls 
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into question the whole tenure system. Thus, it may not be appropriate to try to use an existing 
form of industrial tenure as a model for a community tenure. 
Although an industrial forest tenure may not meet the needs of a community forest, there is, 
nonetheless, one example of a community in British Columbia which has managed a forest under 
such a tenure for nearly 40 years. The Mission Municipal Forest, located in the Fraser Valley of 
southern British Columbia, has been operating under a Tree Farm Licence since 1958, with a 
waiver of the requirement to have a processing facility. The nature and relatively small size of 
this community forest, as well as the public's expectations and the character of its management, 
have all contributed to its success as a community venture. However, there are still problems 
associated with lack of control, including access, timber management, and recreation 
development. While a TFL may offer a transition strategy for a community forest tenure, it does 
not satisfy the requirements of a common-property regime in the area of decision-making 
arrangements. 
A common-property tenure system based on Ostrom's framework goes far beyond the 
authority currently available through a Tree Farm Licence. Even so, it is worth speculating about 
just what such a tenure might look like. We would need to start with a description of common 
property, and then try to formulate possible management institutions in order to arrive at a 
theoretical tenure model which might fit the circumstances of a community forest in British 
Columbia. 
The primary characteristic of common property is its undivided ownership by a group of 
people, each of whom has coequal access and use rights. By ownership, it is meant that control of 
the common property would be vested in the group. In considering a natural resource such as a 
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forest, the resource would be communally owned, but individually appropriated, and each 
individual's appropriation would subtract from the total amount of resource units (timber) 
available to the other users. Access and use rules are essential in such a common-property system 
in order to insure that the sum of all the individual appropriations does not exceed the capability 
of the resource to supply those benefits. In addition, this narrow view includes only timber 
values, while the forest is just one component in a landscape of diverse and multiple values. As a 
consequence, one of the major issues to be resolved in developing a community forest tenure is 
the determination of what values or types of resource units are going to be included in the 
tenure. 
To answer this question we can look at Ostrom's principles and the case studies on which 
they are based. In all of these case studies there are specific resource units, such as fish, timber, 
grass, irrigation water, thatch, firewood, fodder, etc. which are the reasons for the existence of 
the various commons systems. None of these commons were created for aesthetic, or recreation, 
or wilderness values. This is not to say that these people do not also hold these other values, but 
only that they have chosen to create and maintain these particular commons to serve their 
common needs for a specific resource. These commons have an economic focus, in the sense of 
home economics as opposed to pure market economics. These are not corporate ventures, but 
groups of local people working co-operatively for individual or family benefit. 
Translating this to the rural cities and towns of northern British Columbia dictates a similar 
approach; that is, the common-property tenure would apply to the timber value of the forest, but 
not to all the other values on the land. The forest would not be a commons, but the timber would. 
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It is important to emphasize this distinction. A forest can be managed for multiple values, but a 
commons should have only a single resource value as its object. Recalling Ostrom's eighth 
principle about nested enterprises, it might be appropriate to have other commons operating 
within or surrounding the community forest. Such resources as mushrooms, specific wildlife 
(moose, elk, deer), and community pastures are examples. 
In the same way, the community forest would be nested inside of a larger management 
structure of government bureaucracies such as now exists. Limiting the tenure to the timber 
values would accomplish two objectives: it would give a clear focus to the commons 
management structure, and it would reduce potential conflict within the structure that might 
result from inclusion of several types ofresource values. To insure that other values are 
considered within the community forest, the commons management organization could be 
subject to a community resource board, which would be responsible for all the forest values. 
Having made a starting point with a tenure based on timber values, it is now possible to try to 
design a management institution based on the seven principles proposed by Ostrom. The first 
principle requires a clearly defined group of individuals who have rights, in this case, to harvest 
timber from the community forest. It also requires a specific physical boundary. The 
appropriators would be those who actively engage in logging. Individuals and small scale 
businesses would likely be in this group, but not larger contractors or corporations. Individual 
quotas or rights to timber would not supply enough of the resource to support these larger 
operations. The appropriator group would select the size and location of the community forest, in 
consultation with the community resource board and other affected ministries. 
Earlier, it was suggested that an appropriate planning size for a forest commons would be in 
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the range of 50,000 to 100,000 hectares. In northeast British Columbia the forests are very slow 
growing due to the short growing season, cold temperatures, and low amounts of precipitation. 
Coniferous forests take at least one-hundred years to reach maturity, and aspen take eighty years. 
The average annual new growth of wood is approximately two cubic metres per hectare per year 
(Beal, pers. comm. 1996). Thus a community forest at the low end ofthe range suggested above 
might be expected to produce 100,000 cubic metres ofnew growth each year. Some ofthis new 
growth would be offset by less-than-favourable growing conditions or natural losses from fire, 
insects, and disease, which averages about ten percent across the province (COFI 1994, 47). In 
addition, managing the forest under a landscape ecology regime would limit the area available 
for cutting to about half of the planning area (Hammond 1992, 205). As a result, approximately 
45,000 cubic metres of wood annually might be expected to be the maximum amount available 
for cutting. Reducing this amount by a further arbitrary ten percent, to act as a cushion for long-
term sustainability, yields an annual harvest of 40,000 cubic metres. 
As a comparison, the annual harvest calculated above is the same amount taken annually 
from the Mission Municipal Forest in southern British Columbia (Annual Report 1994). Total 
revenues for Mission in 1994 were $3.44 million, and net income was $1.32 million after 
stumpage, logging, and administrative costs were covered (Annual Report 1994). While tree 
species and markets are very different between the southern and northern regions of British 
Columbia, this example gives an indication of scale for economic speculation. The average per-
cubic-metre price of Mission logs can be calculated to be about $87. Some truckloads of conifer 
logs from the Small Business Forest Enterprise Program (SBFEP) have received as much as 
$120 per cubic metre at local mills in the Chetwynd area (McAllister, pers. comm. 1996). Thus 
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similar revenues to those of Mission, from a community forest of 50,000 hectares in northern 
British Columbia, might be possible. 
This level ofrevenues might reasonably support the equivalent oftwenty-five full-time jobs 
in timber harvesting and management, but not all of them would be appropriators of the resource. 
It is important to recognize that not all of those who might benefit from the extraction of timber 
will be appropriators of timber. All of the services which support timber extraction, such as 
harvest planning, silviculture, and supply of equipment, will produce benefits for those involved 
even though they would not be included in the appropriator group. In order for Ostrom's first 
principle to apply, the appropriator group must include only those who actually appropriate, i.e. 
the loggers. 
The second Ostrom principle calls for the establishment of a set of rules governing resource 
use and appropriator responsibilities for maintenance of the resource which is compatible with 
local conditions. This is the most critical principle and the one requiring the greatest care to craft. 
It is also an endeavour that the appropriators themselves must accomplish in order to achieve 
maximum commitment and trust among users. However, some potential considerations can be 
put forward. 
First, the rules will need to specify who can be a member of the appropriator group, how they 
are to be selected, and how new members can be included. Part of this issue involves the nature 
of the use rights: can they be sold or traded? If yes, then new members might only be allowed 
into the group by acquiring an existing use right. The problem with this arrangement is that if the 
resource is quite valuable, then speculators who are not really interested in fully participating in 
the commons may create a separate trade in use rights, driving up the price of entry beyond the 
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reach of many earnest individuals. This has already happened with the trade in commercial 
fishing licences in British Columbia, which favours large corporations and big capital 
investments (Walters 1995, 17). 
Some remedies for this might include incorporating the condition that only those 
appropriators who actually engage in logging, plus meet the maintenance obligations, can 
continue to hold a share in the commons. In addition, use rights could be restricted from sale or 
trade, so that if a person for any reason ceases to be an active member of the group, those rights 
revert back to the group, who would then choose a replacement appropriator. There should be 
safeguards prohibiting the accumulation of use rights to one party. Adopting the co-operative 
principle of one-person/one-vote, and expanding it to mean one-person/one-appropriator right, 
would help in this regard. 
Another area for consideration is the regulation of allowable technology. Limiting acceptable 
technologies to those that are small scale, less capital-intensive, and more environmentally 
benign can help to protect other values, such as wilderness, wildlife, and recreation, as well as 
contribute to keeping the cost of entry at a more affordable level. Technology limitation can be 
an effective tool for discouraging a capital investment race among appropriators. 
Quantity of harvest need not be based on maximum growth yields, but could instead be based 
on a more conservative amount which would allow for an environmental cushion against 
unforseen natural or manmade occurrences that would impact the resource. Harvest levels based 
on sound ecological principles and accurate field data are the best assurance that the resource will 
be sustainable in the long term. Once the total harvest level has been determined, then it can be 
divided equally among all shareholders in the commons. Again, care must be exercised in 
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determining the initial number of shares, so as not to overcommit the resource. A conservative 
approach in the beginning will allow for expansion in the future, if justified, but if too many 
shares are outstanding, then individual quotas may be too small for economic viability, which in 
turn may generate excessive pressure to increase quotas in the short run. 
The third principle applies to the self-governing nature of a commons, and stipulates that the 
users affected by the operational rules should be the ones who participate in modifying the rules, 
thus allowing local circumstances and needs to be the guiding factors for making the rules fit the 
local conditions. Rules imposed from outside of the community are less flexible in addressing 
local conditions, and more costly and difficult to change. Rules are more likely to be adhered to 
by the appropriators, without extreme coercion, if the users themselves have the power to set or 
change them. 
This is closely related to the next two principles. Effective rule monitoring and graduated 
sanctions require careful auditing ofboth the condition of the resource and the behaviour of the 
appropriators, and a graduated scale of minor to major penalties for noncompliance. The rules 
must be designed in such a way as to keep the costs of monitoring as low as possible, and to 
enable appropriators themselves to be the primary locus of enforcement. If monitoring and 
enforcement are not performed by the users, then those who conduct such activities must be 
accountable to the appropriators. Graduated sanctions allow for needed flexibility to deal with 
local patterns ofbehaviour. 
For example, technology limitations and times and places of operation are relatively easy for 
individual appropriators to monitor. Infractions could be dealt with on the spot, one-on-one, or 
reported to the local organization. Continued infractions would lead to more severe penalties, 
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until eventually a user would lose the right to a share of the commons. On the other hand, 
enforcement of harvest volumes might depend on the services of a hired log scaler, who would 
answer to, and be paid by, the whole group. An even simpler scheme might be just a count of the 
number of truckloads of logs crossing a checkpoint. 
As long as each individual appropriator has confidence that all other appropriators are 
complying with the rules, and that noncompliance is relatively easy to detect, either first-hand or 
through effective mechanisms, then there is a strong incentive for all to co-operate rather than 
free-ride. Sanctions that are too harsh for the infraction are a disincentive to co-operate, and may 
lead some to expend great effort to subvert the system in the future. Monitoring that is ineffective 
destroys confidence that others are complying, and leads to a cycle of increased noncompliance 
and free-riding, even to the point of the destruction of the resource. The costs and benefits of 
monitoring and enforcing a set of rules are a function ofthe rules themselves, and should be 
carefully considered when designing or evaluating operational rules for a commons. 
Conflict-resolution mechanisms, the sixth principle, must be quickly and locally available, in 
part to deal with rule infractions, and in part to resolve differences over rule interpretation. It is 
very important to have clearly formulated and understood rules for promoting a co-operative 
attitude among members, so that legalistic disputes are minimized. Members who try to avoid 
their responsibilities to the commons must not be allowed to undermine the commitment of the 
other appropriators nor generate disrespect for the rules. Conflicts may also arise between 
appropriators and officials from higher levels of authority, and these, too, need a method of 
resolution which is seen by all participants to be speedy, fair, and just. An internal commons 
committee might be able to handle most infractions and interpretations, while a community 
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resource board might deal with disputes of a more serious nature. Beyond that, the judicial 
system may need to become involved if conflicts cannot be resolved or negotiated to a 
satisfactory conclusion. 
The seventh principle recognizes the importance of having government approval for the 
appropriator institution, and the need for government non-interference in order to allow that 
institution to devise its own set of rules. Politicians and agencies must resist the urge to impose 
structures and rules for a common-property system onto local communities, rather than allowing 
the local people to arrive at their own design. Rules must be made locally by the appropriator 
group. Imposed rules would require external monitoring and enforcement, and would simply be 
an extension of the state-property system, which too often is treated as open access for lack of 
adequate controls. 
Nested enterprises were mentioned above in the discussion about which values or resources 
might be included in a community forest. Upon examining the case studies of commons regimes 
for common-pool resources, it can be seen that one of the common elements is related to the 
nature of CPRs, in that resource units are subtractable (Ostrom 1990). The withdrawal of 
resource units by one user subtracts from the amount available for other users. Thus such values 
as wilderness, aesthetics, and even recreation do not fit well with this trait of CPRs. On the other 
hand, such resources as timber, specific wildlife species, water, pasture, even gravel, do satisfy 
this qualification of CPRs. This does not mean that the other values cannot be managed, but it 
does mean that they are not appropriate values for management as common property. They are 
usually managed as public property, for this reason. 
Another common trait of common-property CPRs is that each resource type has its own set of 
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appropriators and rules. For example, one set of rules governs the use of community pastures, 
while another set deals with timber or firewood, and a third might cover the collection of grasses 
for roofing thatch. Even though the same set of appropriators might utilize all three types of 
resources, each type still has its own specific set of rules for use. This is an important principle to 
consider when designing a community forest tenure. If timber is the only resource or value of 
interest, then a forest common-property regime would be acceptable. However, if there are other 
resources or values to consider, then a separate timber tenure will be required in order to provide 
a specific subtractable resource around which to construct a common-property regime. In any 
event, a common-property management system for a community forest would necessarily have to 
function within the existing government agency and regulatory framework, and the common-
property timber tenure would then be nested inside of the community forest framework. 
This higher level regulatory framework is called the constitutional-choice rules, which lay 
out the general guidelines under which a community forest management system operates. This 
level of rules describes the extent of control over the forest resource which is available and the 
extent of authority which an appropriator group can exercise over the resource and its members. 
Collective-choice rules are those which set policy and describe how the resource is to be 
managed, within the group. These might apply to a community resource board which has 
responsibility for a community forest. The operational rules are those which govern individual 
appropriator rights, responsibilities, and obligations to the commons, as well as the actual 
harvesting regulations and sanctions. These provide the framework for appropriator daily 
decision making. These could apply to a group of loggers who manage a timber tenure within a 
community forest. Thus, operational rules would be specific to each locale, while collective rules 
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might apply to a particular resource type, such as timber. Constitutional rules would cover 
common-property regimes in general. 
Defining precisely what a community forest tenure should be is difficult, since so much 
depends upon the needs and circumstances of each community and the nature of its surrounding 
resources. However, some relationships can be defined and common elements identified for 
consideration. Since more than timber values alone occur in a forest, a separate common-
property regime for timber is necessary for this particular resource (Table 6). Other values and 
resources within the community forest need to be recognized and perhaps managed. This could 
be accommodated through the creation of a community resource board whose mandate might 
include all values in the forest. 
For example, the community resource board could hold a community forest tenure, within 
which a group of loggers would hold a common-property timber tenure. The community forest 
tenure would be operated as a public-property regime, while the harvestable timber would be 
managed as a commons. Existing forms of industrial tenure are not appropriate for community 
forest tenure. The maximum allowable cut should be specified but not a minimum cut, in order to 
allow for the maintenance of landscape ecology. There should be no requirement for a large mill 
facility, since one objective of a community forest is to contribute to a diversified local economy. 
Planning for forest landscape ecology should be accommodated within the current requirements 
for forest management and development plans and Forest Practices Code regulations. 
71 
Table 6.--Elements of a Common-Property Timber Tenure 
1. A community timber tenure will be restricted to the harvestable timber only, and will not 
include control of, or ownership of, other natural resources. 
2. A clearly delineated forest land base, of at least 50,000 hectares, will be selected by the 
appropriators, in consultation with the community resource board and government 
ministries. 
3. The community resource board will determine the locations and amounts of timber 
harvesting within the community forest, in keeping with landscape ecology principles. 
4. The group of appropriators will organize themselves and devise their own set of operational 
rules covering access to timber cutting rights, timber harvesting conditions and equipment, 
and obligations for maintenance of the resource. 
5. All appropriators will participate in setting or modifying operational rules, as well as in 
determining individual harvest levels and group membership. 
6. The appropriators will be responsible for monitoring and enforcement of their rules, as well 
as specifying conflict-resolution mechanisms. 
7. The provincial government will facilitate the formation of community resource boards and 
appropriator groups, and will designate Crown forest lands for this purpose. 
Source: Author 
The community resource board would need to assume the responsibility for managing and 
maintaining the forest landscape ecology, and would necessarily determine the locations for, and 
amounts of, allowable timber cutting within the larger community forest area. Also, the board 
would specify management objectives appropriate for the maintenance oflandscape ecology. 
Methods such as partial cutting combined with very small clearcuts, or objectives such as 
maintaining timber stand structures and phases, water and nutrient flows, and natural processes 
including disease and insects, could be used. This would provide the timber appropriators with a 
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set of parameters within which to plan their logging activities. 
These proposed elements of a community timber tenure are intended to reach a balance 
between the need for an appropriator group to have control of the timber resource, and the 
public's interest in the other values which are an integral part of a forest. If the community forest 
land base is sufficiently large enough, then ecologically sensitive harvest levels and methods 
should be able to accommodate not only a number of earnest local appropriators, but the other 
forest values as well. It is the lack of ecologically appropriate forest management and use which 
is causing many environmentalists, academics, and concerned citizens to criticize both the 
Ministry ofForests and the forest industry ofBritish Columbia for apparent degradation of non-
timber forest values. A community forest tenure system combined with a common-property 
timber tenure offers a new approach for managing our communities and our forests. 
Community Forests as Community Development 
The primary focus of a common-property regime is to benefit the household economy rather 
than the market economy. The difference between the two is one of scale. Community 
development is often assumed to be synonymous with economic development, so that attention is 
paid only to the economic aspects of community. In addition, "Industrial attraction theory is the 
economic development model most widely used by all communities. The basic assumption that 
underlies attraction theory is that a community can alter its market position with industrialists by 
offering incentives and subsidies" (Blakely 1994, 58). This approach to economic development 
puts communities in a bidding war with each other, the cost of which is paid for by the workers 
and taxpayers of the communities. It is this approach, used at the provincial level, which has 
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dominated forest use in the province for the last century (Marchak 1995, 85), and which has 
made the household economy the slave of the market economy. 
Recognizing that community development includes much more than just the economy or 
jobs, is important for appreciating the role that community forests can play. Community 
development requires an understanding of what community is, before development can proceed. 
Community is certainly not limited to just the combined economic activities of a group of 
individuals, although homo economicus is the central actor in modern economic theory (Daly and 
Cobb 1994, 5-7). A community is defined by its formal and informal institutions, by its shared 
cultural values, and by its geography. The strength of a community lies in the robustness of its 
institutions, the quality and extent of its shared values, and its connectedness to its natural 
surroundings. All of these play a part in helping individuals feel that they belong to something 
bigger than themselves, and that they and their fellow community members have something in 
common and of value which binds them together. 
Community development, then, may focus on any of these aspects of community, and 
building stronger communities should be the goal. Some of the strategies for development 
include diversifying local economies through import substitution and small business 
development, decentralizing decision making, and empowering local communities to have more 
control over their activities and environment, both social and natural (Daly and Cobb 1994; 
Fessler 1976; Fitchen 1991; Nozick 1992; Power 1988, 1995; Ross and Usher 1986). 
These strategies do not include any reference to attracting large industrial forest products 
companies, and yet these companies dominate the local economies of communities throughout 
British Columbia (BC, Forest Resources Commission 1992). This dominance leaves 
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communities vulnerable, and dependent upon market circumstances far removed from local 
control, since seventy-five percent of wood products, and over ninety percent of pulp and paper 
products, are exported from British Columbia out of Canada (Council afForest Industries 1994, 
22-23). To the contrary, community development strategies dictate a move away from 
dependence on large industrial employers and central control, to a diversity of local enterprise 
and entrepreneurship, and local control. 
Community forests offer communities an important avenue on which to make that move. The 
proposed elements of a community forest and a commons timber tenure, described above, meet 
all of the criteria for a community development strategy. A group of local appropriators would 
exercise control over the timber resource, and the harvested timber would be available for local 
value-added manufacturing. The management organization for the forest would, of necessity, 
require close working relationships among all appropriators, and interaction with other local 
institutions, such as a community resource board and other resource user groups. Local control 
and close intimate knowledge of the local forest resource would contribute to a feeling of 
ownership and pride, which enhances the sense of community. Technology limitations would 
lead to more people and less machinery working in the woods, and ecologically sensitive 
development would allow for enhanced opportunities for recreation, tourism, and education. All 
of these benefits to the community could offset the impacts which would result from the 
reduction of the primary industry forest tenure. 
A community forest could, therefore, be the centrepiece of a community development 
strategy, a strategy which has its primary focus on the people of the community, a strategy which 
aims to make the community stronger, closer, and a more appealing place to live. Such a strategy 
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could relieve the community of its precarious dependence upon the whims of the international 
marketplace and the vagaries of corporate profit-seeking. 
Conclusions 
The tragedy of freedom in an open-access resource regime has often been equated with one 
of the most ancient forms of property rights--common property. In reviewing property-rights 
systems, it has been shown that common property is definitely not the same as open access. 
Property-rights regimes, by definition, are composed of sets of rights and duties which define the 
relationships between individuals in regard to things of value. The things themselves are not 
property, in the sense of being private property or public property. Private, common, and state 
property are descriptions of different sets of relationships, but no thing of value is intrinsically 
private, or common, or state property. Some things are more conducive to one form of rights 
structure than another, due to their particular characteristics, but this is a human construction, for 
human convenience. 
It is the presence of rights and duties in relation to a thing of value which separates all 
property-rights regimes from the open-access situation where there are no rights or duties 
involved. The confusion of common property with open-access non-property occurs when a 
rights holder (usually the state) fails to exercise the right of ownership, which right is to exclude 
or control access by others to the benefits of the property. When this happens, state property 
becomes non-property, and anyone who is able may take the benefits. The occurrence of many 
users in a non-property then resembles, superficially, many users in a common property. The 
difference is that in the case of common property, there is an owner, the appropriator group, 
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which does exercise its ownership rights, and does exclude others from use of the resource. 
The failure of some state-property rights situations has led to the denigration of common-
property regimes in general, which has bolstered the argument for converting public property to 
private ownership. The assumptions which support this argument are that holders of private-
property rights in natural resources are automatically good stewards of the resources due to their 
own self interest, and commons will always be abused by free riders. However, neither of these 
assumptions stand up to scrutiny. Self interest may lead one to good stewardship, but it also has 
led to short-term over-exploitation when future returns were perceived to be unattractive 
compared to immediate gain. Free riders are a much greater problem in state-property systems 
than in commons. Governments typically fail to enact adequate rules for the conservation of 
natural resources, or they fail to adequately enforce existing rules. On the other hand, there are 
many documented cases of long-enduring common-property regimes which demonstrate that this 
form of property system can not only preclude free riders effectively, but it can also facilitate the 
long-term sustainable use of a natural resource. (Bromley et al. 1992; Ostrom 1990). 
Common-property regimes have a long history in association with natural resources, such as 
forests, pastures, water supplies, and fish. These types of resources (common-pool resources or 
CPRs) have been successfully managed as commons for many centuries. Although commons are 
more often found among poor agrarian communities, there are examples of commons in highly 
industrialized economies, including the United States and Japan. Therefore, the use of common-
property systems need not be confined to less-developed or third-world countries alone. In fact, 
the apparent shortcomings of both public- and private-property systems as applied to natural 
resource management in British Columbia suggest that common-property theory offers a viable 
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and attractive alternative for enhancing community development and providing improved 
resource stewardship. 
Once having decided to explore the use of common property as a resource management tool, 
it then becomes necessary to develop potential models for consideration. This is where the work 
of Eleanor Ostrom becomes so valuable. Her research into numerous case studies of commons 
regimes from around the world has enabled her to synthesize a set of design principles for CPRs 
which can be used as a guide in the creation of new commons. While Oakerson provides an 
essential analytical framework for evaluating a commons, Ostrom supplies the necessary theory 
upon which to build a new commons. 
One of the most important and abundant common-pool resources in British Columbia is the 
forested land base. These provincially-owned forests are also the source of many values other 
than timber, and managing for all of these values has become increasingly difficult and 
contentious. Public sentiment seems to indicate that the current combination of state- and 
private-property rights over the public forests is no longer meeting the expectations of the public 
for the conservation and use of these forests. A number of resource-dependent communities in 
British Columbia have responded to this public dissatisfaction by pursuing the idea of acquiring 
more local control over natural resources in the form of community forests. 
While there is no firm definition of what a community forest is, there is general agreement on 
the role that such a forest might perform in a community context. The desired effects are; stable 
local employment, opportunities for economic development and growth, recreation and tourism 
potential, and a healthy natural environment. These goals reflect common community values in 
the forests, and go far beyond the timber values alone. It is the task of managing for all these 
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values on a common land base that is the challenge for government, industry, and community. 
The fact that there are multiple values to be considered in a community forest means that 
common-property theory must be applied carefully in order to not cause an imbalance between 
values. Timber values can be accommodated along with the other forest values, but current 
practices do not provide many favourable examples of this. Too often timber values are 
dominant, which results in the diminishment of other values. Common-property theory suggests 
that only one resource value or unit should be the focus of a commons. Other values can certainly 
benefit from an appropriate management strategy for a single resource unit, but managing all 
resource values under one commons system seems unworkable. Therefore, it is unlikely that a 
community forest should be managed as a commons, but it is most appropriate to have one or 
more commons operating within the community forest. It is this line of reasoning which leads to 
the conclusion that a community forest should be managed under a public-property regime, but at 
a local level such as a municipal department or community resource board. 
The role for a common-property system would then be to manage the timber values, for 
example, as they are identified and allocated by a higher-level decision-making body. Applying 
Ostrom's design principles to the task of developing such a system led to the formulation of the 
elements of a common-property timber tenure arrangement, given earlier (Table 6). These 
elements follow closely on Ostrom's guidelines and should provide a good starting point for a 
new experience in natural resource management in British Columbia. 
It is here recognized that this proposal is a radical departure from the way natural resources 
have been owned and managed in British Columbia in the past. However, the lack of previous 
local experience with such a management strategy should not preclude it from serious 
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consideration. The very long and successful history of commons regimes throughout the world, 
plus the less than satisfactory performance of current management efforts to conserve natural 
resources, provide substantial incentives for looking beyond the way things have always been 
done. One such effort will be examined in detail in the next chapter. A case study of the Mission 
Municipal Forest will reveal the benefits and shortcomings of a community's attempt to manage 
its own forest under an existing form of industrial forest tenure. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
THE MISSION MUNICIPAL FOREST, A CASE STUDY 
In her latest book, Logging the Globe, sociologist Patricia Marchak has documented the 
changes taking place in the forest industry on a global scale, and the impacts those changes are 
having on forest-dependent communities. Those impacts are both far-reaching and over-
powering, ignoring international borders and threatening the very survival of many communities 
in industrialized nations, as well as in third world countries (Marchak 1995, 331). It is this 
concern for community survival, along with increasing environmental alarm, which has 
accelerated interest in community forests in Canada (Duinker, Matakala, and Zhang 1990, 1). 
Nearly 350 Canadian communities are forest-dependent, including over one-hundred in 
British Columbia (Forestry Canada 1991 , 7 & 15). In the search by communities for alternatives 
and new approaches to achieve economic diversity and stability, the concept of community 
forests has been gaining in popularity, if not in actual practice. While the British Columbia 
communities of Duncan and Mission have managed their own forests for several decades, other 
attempts at establishing community forests have occurred only very recently. The Revelstoke 
community forest has been in operation for two years, while several other British Columbia 
communities, including Prince George, Malcolm Island, Oona River, Quesnel, Maple Ridge, and 
Victoria are actively pursuing such initiatives (Cortex 1996, 20). 
However, a major hurdle faces any community choosing to follow this path: these 
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communities are surrounded by Crown-owned land, the timber rights to which have already been 
allocated. In addition, British Columbia has no form of forest tenure which is designed for 
community use. British Columbia is not alone in this regard, in that "only the Quebec 
government has established a specific form of land tenure for community forestry" (Masse 1995, 
25). Thus, the biggest obstacle to the expansion of community forests in the province is the lack 
of an available forested land base, and an appropriate form of community forest tenure. 
The lack of an available land base, though, should not dissuade communities from continuing 
to pressure the provincial government for more local control. The examples of Mission and 
Duncan provide a precedent, and demonstrate that community forests can work in this province, 
even under the handicap of an industry-oriented tenure system. The provincial government's own 
studies, particularly those by the Forest Resources Commission (FRC) and the Commission on 
Resources and the Environment (CORE), endorse community forests as a means of contributing 
to community stability (CORE 1995, 3: 80; FRC 1990, 40-41). Finally, as many authors have 
pointed out, continued reliance by communities on the good intentions of large industrial forest 
companies is a recipe for economic uncertainty (Blakely 1994, 48; M'Gonigle and Parfitt 1994, 
46; Power 1995, 238). This growing awareness that forest-dependent communities need to take 
the initiative to help ensure their future prosperity, and that community forests are an attractive 
way to accomplish this, has led to considerable interest in the Mission Municipal Forest (MMF). 
This particular example is important in several respects. First, it is located mostly on Crown 
land; a situation that would likely be repeated for most communities in British Columbia 
attempting to acquire their own community forests (Forestry Canada 1991, 21). Second, it is 
managed under an existing form of tenure; the Tree Farm Licence, which is an area-based tenure 
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(Allan and Frank 1994, 722). Third, it is the longest-running example of a sustained-yield 
community forest in British Columbia, and perhaps in all of Canada, thus providing a relatively 
lengthy documented history (Fraser Valley Record 1961, 1). For all of the above reasons, the 
Mission Municipal Forest stands out as an example worthy of study, both because of its potential 
applicability to other communities, and because of its longevity. 
Since the field of study, and the practical application, of community forests is recent in 
Canada, there is no agreed-upon formula for the ideal structure, or optimum management system, 
of a community forest. There are a few very general common elements, which can be summed up 
in the phrase "the control of forest land by a community to provide local benefits" (Masse 1995, 
5), but there is nothing more specific that could be widely applied. Consequently, rather than 
attempt to define a theoretical standard against which the MMF might be compared and 
measured, a different approach will be taken in this study. The actual performance of the MMF 
will be compared with its own stated objectives. This strategy thus leads to the following 
question: How effectively has the MMF satisfied the goals for which it is managed? 
Examining this question generated several specific areas of interest. They are; local 
employment, economic performance, recreation, and forest education. Evaluating these specific 
areas in light of the broader research question provides an opportunity not only to look at the 
operation of the MMF today, but also to study its performance over its thirty-seven year history. 
The articulation of the vision for the MMF, and the extent of the success with which that vision 
has been achieved, both past and present, are the objects of this study. 
As mentioned above, this study will focus on the MMF itself, rather than upon the subject of 
community forests in general. The MMF is often mentioned in the literature dealing with 
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community forests, but very few local studies have actually been conducted. A single 
unpublished paper is the most frequently quoted source for information on the MMF. Other 
sources will also be reviewed, but the results tend to reinforce the need for the current study. 
The primary sources of information gathered during this research were in-depth elite 
interviews of eleven individuals who were either directly involved with the MMF or had a direct 
interest in it, and at least five site visits to different areas within the MMF. Secondary sources 
included MMF Annual Reports, Mission municipal documents, and many newspaper articles 
covering nearly forty years. These provided two entirely different types of information; one 
qualitative and the other quantitative. Other primary sources included visits to museums, historic 
sites, and work sites. The emphasis has been on trying to gather as much first-hand information 
as possible, rather than relying on already-published material. Due to the nature of this particular 
study, the results will be primarily qualitative as so much interpretation is involved in the 
evaluation. Nevertheless, it is felt that such an effort can provide a valuable contribution to a 
fuller understanding and appreciation of the Mission Municipal Forest, despite the inherent 
limitations of such an approach. 
Review ofRelated Literature 
Since this study does not involve a theoretical hypothesis or normative model of what a 
community forest should be, no review or evaluation of the more general literature on 
community forests is included. Some of the works cited here, such as Betts (1995), Dunster 
(1991), and Masse (1995), have addressed the question ofwhat constitutes, or characterizes, a 
community forest, as have others. However, the intent of this study is not to pass judgment on 
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the MMF based on theory, but to evaluate it against its own stated goals. Consequently, the body 
of literature available for review is very limited, since only those with a specific reference to the 
MMF are included. In fact, upon examination, it was found that only one actual study of the 
MMF has occurred (Zhang 1991), and this one was not intended to be comprehensive or broad-
based. 
The most frequently referenced work on the MMF is an unpublished paper written in 1991 by 
Daowei Zhang, entitled, Community Forestry in Canada: Is it Economically Feasible? This 
paper uses theories of economic analysis to evaluate three community forests, the MMF being 
one, on a strictly financial basis. It is more a study of the application of economic analysis theory 
than it is a detailed evaluation of the MMF. A short description of the MMF is given, along with 
an evaluation of its economic efficiency over the twenty-year period 1970 to 1989. The first 
decade of operation of the MMF, which involved considerable work on infrastructure such as 
road-building and replanting, is not included in the economic analysis. Since this work was 
written in 1991, the most recent period from 1990 to 1995 is also absent. Ironically, this period 
has turned out to be the most profitable in the thirty-seven year history of the MMF. 
A brief description of the MMF is included in the unpublished paper, An Analysis of the 
Potential for Community Forestry in New Brunswick, by Masters candidate Matthew Betts 
(1995). However, he relied entirely upon the above cited work by Zhang for his information on 
the MMF. Another oft-cited reference appears in The Forestry Chronicle of April1991. It is 
called, Community forestry and its implications for Northern Ontario, by Duinker, Matakala, and 
Zhang, and is a shortened version of a paper presented at an annual meeting of the Canadian 
Institute ofForestry in 1990, titled, Excellence in Forest Management Through Community 
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Forestry. Again, only a brief description of the MMF is included in this work. 
Other brief descriptions occur in Concepts Underlying A Community Forest (Dunster 1989), 
Community forests in British Columbia: Models that work, (Allan and Frank 1994), and 
Community forestry: concept, applications and issues, (Masse 1995). The article by Allan and 
Frank (1994) contains a short history ofhow the MMF came into being, and a description of its 
goals, benefits, and administration. This part was written by Kim Allan, R.P.F., the current 
director of forest management for the MMF. The District ofMission Forestry Department (1994) 
also distributes a set oflnformation Notes which describe the MMF's history, physical features, 
benefits, management strategies and issues. The work by Masse (1995) provides the fullest 
description of the MMF, although the section dealing with the MMF is just a little over two 
pages in length. Much ofthis information came from the above works by Zhang (1991), and 
Allan and Frank (1994), but is supplemented with additional material obtained through a 
personal communication with Kim Allan. 
After reviewing all of the above sources, it became apparent that an opportunity existed for a 
much more detailed examination of the MMF. Most recent literature on the subject of 
community forests makes mention of the MMF, but very little original investigative work on the 
MMF has actually occurred. The exception to this is the work described above, by Zhang, which 
is itself very limited in its scope. While this study does not exhaust the subject, it does attempt to 
provide a more thorough base of information about the MMF. 
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Research Design and Methods 
The case study is just one method in a range of research strategies available for social science 
research. Other strategies include experiments, surveys, and histories, and the selection of a 
particular strategy should be determined by the nature of the questions that are posed and the 
context of the subject. The choice of a case study for this investigation was made based upon the 
criteria presented by Yin, which points to the case study as the preferred method when '"how' or 
'why' questions are being posed, when the investigator has little control over events, and when 
the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context" (1989, 13). 
The question for this study was designed with these criteria in mind. The question is, How 
effectively has the MMF satisfied the goals for which it is managed? The MMF is a 
contemporary operation with a thirty-seven year history. There is no opportunity for an 
investigator to exert any control over events in the operation of the MMF. Based upon Yin's 
criteria, it was decided that a case study was the best approach for this investigation. 
Yin also describes six different types of case studies (1993, 5). They may be exploratory, 
descriptive, or explanatory, and each ofthese may be either single- or multiple-case studies. This 
investigation is a single-case descriptive study. This particular strategy was chosen for two 
reasons. First, there was not enough information available to do a multiple-case study, and the 
number of examples was extremely limited. Second, it was determined that a descriptive case-
study would reveal the pertinent information needed to evaluate the role that the MMF has 
played, and is playing, in the development of the community ofMission. This in turn should 
provide some general insights into how a community forest can contribute to community 
development, and allow for an assessment of its suitability to be managed as a commons. 
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The intent is to do a detailed examination of the MMF itself, rather than to do a comparative 
analysis of several different community forests. A descriptive type of study has been chosen in 
order to allow for the introduction of historical data, and to accommodate the inclusion of the 
opinions and insights of a number of key players in the MMF. This is not a search for cause-
effect relationships, but rather an attempt to discover the character and role of the MMF in the 
community, and how that has evolved over its thirty-seven year history. 
In a way, this study is an evaluation of the MMF as though it were a demonstration project. 
Since it is the first community in British Columbia to obtain and manage its own Tree Farm 
Licence, it could be viewed as a policy-formulating demonstration project, and this study could 
be an exercise in extrapolating the specific process and outcome of the MMF to a broader theory 
of community forestry. This study will not go that far. It is too early in the experience of 
community-managed forests in Canada to develop a detailed theory or formula for a community 
forest. The specific circumstances and characteristics of the few examples of community forests 
in Canada to date are unique to each community. At best, they provide only very broad 
generalizations, and not the detailed blueprint that might be desired by a community 
contemplating its own forest project (Duinker, Matakala, and Zhang 1990, 20; Masse 1995, 33). 
The scope of this study is defined by the goals for the MMF and the performance of 
management in trying to reach these goals. What is the purpose of the MMF? Obviously, a 
tentative answer to this question had to be known in order to give focus to the personal 
interviews and the data search, but further evaluation allowed for a refinement of that answer, 
which in tum provided the basis for the evaluation of the MMF's performance in respect of that 
purpose. The subject of analysis is the MMF and its management strategies from its beginning to 
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the present. There is no attempt to evaluate, for example, the biological implications of intensive 
forest management, or the attributes of various logging techniques. Some observations about the 
extent of public involvement in the MMF are included in the conclusions section because this is 
considered by many to be an essential ingredient in community forests. However, it should be 
noted that public consultation has never been a stated goal of the MMF. 
The main quantitative data for this study are the MMF Annual Reports and several other 
municipal documents, including the TFL 26 Management Plan. The qualitative data has come 
from a number of in-depth interviews and discussions with people directly involved with the 
MMF, and from personal on-site observations. Interviews were conducted at the offices, homes, 
and workplaces of the individuals. They were informal and open-ended, and participants were 
encouraged to express their personal views based on their own experience with the MMF. Those 
interviewed include people from management and administration of the MMF, contractors and 
subcontractors, First Nations, and community service. The quantitative data was essential for 
evaluating the economic performance ofthe MMF, and for defining the purpose of the MMF. 
The qualitative data was equally important for an evaluation of the other goals of the MMF. 
While not exhaustive, it is believed that no key players have been missed. Additional interviews 
with representatives of the local economic development corporation, local businesses, and other 
recreational interests, might have been pursued, but it is not felt that these are critical to this 
study. 
It should be kept in mind that the purpose of this study is to evaluate the performance of the 
MMF with its stated goals, or to compare what it says with what it does. There is no attempt to 
go beyond the stated goals and postulate what it ought to be, or what it ought to do. This is, after 
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all, a community forest, and the whole concept of community forestry demands that each 
community be able to define for itself what its community forest project will be, what its goals 
are, and what its expectations are. It is the challenge and responsibility of each community to 
create and follow its own vision. 
The evaluation criteria are necessarily qualitative, since the stated goals for the MMF do not 
include any specific numerical targets, not even for the economic goal other than to not operate at 
a loss. Thus, in evaluating the performance of the MMF it has been more productive to look at 
trends or patterns over time than to look at specific numbers for any given year, since only 
financial numerical data are available. For example, frequency of site tours and information 
requests, demand for recreation facilities, and numbers of workers in the MMF, observed over 
time, can all be indicators of trends. Revenue and expense information is available, while there 
are no recorded figures for the other areas. This approach has necessitated subjectively distilling 
the opinions of those interviewed as they apply to each goal. 
Reaching a conclusion as to whether the MMF has met its goals was again a subjective 
exercise. Since there are no firm targets to measure against, the analysis is based on how satisfied 
the people of Mission appear to be that their expectations for the MMF are being met. This in 
tum has been determined by the types and levels of feedback which the administration and 
management personnel have received, as well as opinions expressed in the interviews. 
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Data and Analysis 
Description of Mission Municipal Forest 
The District of Mission lies on the north bank of the Fraser River, along Highway 7, sixty-
five kilometres east of Vancouver, British Columbia, and has a population of about 30,000. This 
once-rural community has experienced rapid growth over the last ten years, as a result of its 
proximity to the Greater Vancouver Area. Improved transportation links, relatively less 
expensive housing, a rural lifestyle, and an attractive natural landscape, have all served to attract 
new residents to the area (District of Mission 1995, 3). The MMF occupies the northern half of 
the District, and is bisected by Stave Lake, a popular recreation area (see Figure 3). 
The Mission Municipal Forest had its beginnings in the 1930s as a result of a very common 
phenomenon of the times; the reversion of privately-held lands to the local government, for non-
payment of taxes. By the mid-1940s, the timbered holdings amounted to nearly twelve-hundred 
hectares, and interest was growing among the local Council and business people to manage this 
forest themselves (Forestry Department 1994). As a result of this interest, in 1948, "under 
Section 60 of the Municipal Act, the Mission Municipal Forest Reserve was established by 
bylaw covering 2,660 acres of municipal lands" (Fraser Valley Record 1961). 
Mission's first application to the provincial government for the addition of adjacent Crown 
land to the Reserve was in 1946, but it was not until July 1958 that Tree Farm Licence No. 26 
was finally granted (Sun 1958). With subsequent additions of Crown lands over the ensuing 
years, the MMF now contains some 1,200 hectares of municipal land and 9,200 hectares of 
Crown land (Allan and Frank 1994, 721). It lies entirely within the municipal boundaries, and 
occupies nearly one-half of the total municipal land base. Of the total of 10,400 hectares, about 
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8,000 hectares are suitable for commercial timber harvesting (Allan and Frank 1994, 721). 
The Mission area enjoys very favourable growing conditions for forests, similar in nature and 
weather to the coastal area of British Columbia, with abundant precipitation and a relatively long 
growing season (Fraser Valley Record 1974). In addition, the valley bottoms are very fertile, 
with soil as much as three to four metres deep in many places (Rockwell 1996). The terrain is 
hilly to mountainous, with some steep alpine areas up to 1,400 metres in elevation. This variety 
of terrain provides a mix of commercially desirable tree species, including; hemlock, redcedar, 
yellow-cedar, fir, balsam, cottonwood, alder, spruce, and pine. However, the primary logging is 
for hemlock and fir, with redcedar and others making up only about fifteen percent of the cut 
(Crowhurst 1996). The allowable annual cut (AAC) is approximately 42,000 cubic metres 
(Forestry Department 1992, 4). 
Only 3.3 percent of the forest is considered old growth. The area of the MMF has 
experienced major disturbances from logging and fires earlier in this century. As a result, the 
MMF is nearly completely second growth, with half of the stands in the 40 to 70 year age class, 
and ninety percent under 100 years old (Forestry Department 1992, 52, V-45). Some 
consequences of this situation are that old growth forests are not an issue in the MMF, and 
commercial thinning has become more desirable. Several small-scale thinning experiments have 
been tried, involving a miniature skyline system; one powered by horses, and the other, by a 
small tractor. Higher prices for smaller size hemlock logs has made thinning economically 
feasible, but the requirement under the Tree Farm Licence that this wood volume be charged 
against the AAC discriminates against more widespread use of this intensive management 
activity. 
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All of the management, planning, and monitoring activities of the MMF are carried out by 
the Forestry Department, consisting of two professional foresters, a secretary, and a field staff of 
four. These are all full-time employees ofthe District ofMission. The burden of paperwork has 
increased, especially with the introduction of the Forest Practices Code, to the point that an 
additional forestry technician will be hired in order to make more time available for long-term 
planning (Kenney 1996). Political oversight is provided by the Forestry Standing Committee of 
the District of Mission, headed by Councillor Mart Kenney, and includes Kim Allan, the Director 
ofForest Management (District ofMission 1996b). 
Major work, such as all phases of logging, road-building, and silviculture, is now 
accomplished through contracts. Some logs are sold for poles while most log production for a 
six-month period is tendered to a single purchaser, which results in two sales per year. This helps 
to reduce the effects of market volatility. The actual logging operations, which include felling, 
bucking, yarding, loading, and hauling, are usually awarded to a single contractor, for a period of 
five years, while unloading, sorting, and booming are included in the log sale contracts. Minor 
logging contracts for small volumes (several-hundred to several-thousand cubic metres) are 
granted as needed, for instance to salvage blowdown wood. Separate contracts are awarded for 
road construction, silvicultural activities (such as tree-planting, spacing, and seedling 
purchase), and commercial thinning. Volunteer and government-subsidized labour are the 
primary sources of manpower for recreational trail development. 
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The Purpose of the MMF 
The goals of the MMF have changed over the intervening years since its beginning in 1958. 
In defining its goals today, it is important to understand the circumstances that have caused the 
transformation of goals for the MMF from its earlier decades to the more recent decades. The 
year of transition was 1980. The period from 1959 to 1979 will be considered first, followed by 
the turbulent decade of the 1980s, and then the prosperous era of the 1990s. The three appendices 
contain tables of sales, expenditures, and wood production for the years from 1959 through 1995. 
Financial records were missing for the first four years, 1959 through 1963, and for 1969. 
The purpose for which the MMF was originally established (Table 7) was to generate local 
employment, supply wood to local mills, and provide tax relief to local residents (Forestry 
Department 1994, 1; Sun 1955 and 1958). It was anticipated that primary logging activity would 
be done by local companies under contracts, while salvage, silviculture, and road-building would 
all be done by a permanent municipal crew. An ambitious road construction plan was formulated, 
and estimated to take about twenty years, at a rate of two miles per year (Fraser Valley Record 
1974). This was an expensive, but necessary, undertaking, not only for harvesting access but for 
fire protection also. 
Table 7.--Early Goals ofthe Mission Municipal Forest 
1. Generate local employment 
2. Supply wood to local mills 
3. Provide tax relief to local residents 
Source: District ofMission Forestry Department 1994. 
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Most profits from the operation were expected to be reinvested in the MMF in the early 
years. Fifteen years after its inception the Mayor of Mission, Neville Cox, stated that, "'our 
policy ... has been to concentrate on good forestry practices and promote multiple use without too 
much concern about making money at this time"' (Fraser Valley Record 1974). Even so, profits 
from the MMF were sufficient to allow a reduction in the municipal tax rate of more than 5 mills 
in 1972 (Fraser Valley Record 1974). 
During those first two decades of the MMF, there were a number oflocal sawmills in 
operation, as witnessed by the advertisements in the local newspaper. For example, the Fraser 
Valley Record, for the dates 25 May 1955 and 6 June 1962, has no less than nine different 
sawmill advertisements, as well as one sawmill equipment manufacturer, and a number of cedar 
shingle mills. The standing timber was sold by invitation for sealed tenders, with the Municipal 
Council awarding the contracts. Usually four to six local firms would be successful bidders in 
any given year (Annual Reports 1959-1979). 
Road-building, salvage and cleanup, slash burning, replanting, spraying, weeding, and 
spacing were carried out by a municipal crew of up to twenty-five men, employed under a Winter 
Works program (Annual Reports 1959-1979). Some of this was seasonal, but there was 
continuous work for fifteen men, and when combined with the logging and local processing, a 
total of fifty men were kept steadily employed (Fraser Valley Record 1974). One ofthe main 
reasons so many men could be kept working for the municipality in the forest was a result of the 
variety of products which were made from the blowdown, right-of-way, and salvage wood. 
These items included pulp wood, cedar poles, fir pilings, shingle bolts, rail car stakes, cedar 
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tapered shakes, cedar bolts, cedar blanks, cedar beanstakes, cedar fence posts, firewood, fish 
railings, and mine props (Annual Reports 1959-1979). Some of the pilings were even exported to 
Japan (Annual Reports 1961, 1962). 
Not only did the making of these products keep a number of men busy during the winter 
months, but the sale of these products also made a significant contribution to the revenues of the 
MMF, as shown in Appendix 1, Table 12. "Minor Products" sales ranged from a low of2.4 
percent, to a high of33.4 percent, of total income, and averaged 15 percent of sales for the fifteen 
years through 1979 (Annual Reports 1964-1979). Financial records are missing for 1969, 
although the log harvest for that year exceeded all previous years (Annual Reports 1959-1969). 
In 1974, the need for seedling stock, especially for high elevation sites, inspired the manager, 
"Rocky" Rockwell, to construct a greenhouse for the MMF. His subsequent work with the 
germination and propagation of yellow-cedar seedlings was ground-breaking, and received 
international attention. Production of fifty-to-sixty-thousand yellow-cedar seedlings per year, 
along with smaller quantities of balsam fir and mountain hemlock seedlings, was accomplished 
over the succeeding five years, until his retirement in 1980 (Annual Reports 1974-1979). His 
retirement coincided with a year of major changes for the forest industry in British Columbia, 
including a new Forest Act and the beginning of an economic recession. In fact, 1980 marked a 
major turning point for the MMF, too, as it came under the direction of a new manager and 
suffered its first financial loss. 
Throughout the first two decades of operation of the MMF, the forest manager, "Rocky" 
Rockwell, guided the development of the forest with skill and dedication, in cooperation with a 
municipal council that recognized the need to invest in the forest for the future. The evidence 
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supports the assertion that the early goals of the MMF were met in regards to local employment 
and wood for local mills. Although the MMF consistently showed a profit during those years, 
only in the period from 1972 to 1974 was that profit substantial enough to have some effect on 
municipal tax rates. The smaller profits for the other years can be attributed to expenditures for 
labour and land acquisitions (Annual Reports 1964-1979). Certainly there was a desire to 
generate substantial profits from the MMF, but that desire was tempered by the need to develop 
the forest infrastructure of roads and healthy, vigorous timber stands. Tax relief was an 
expectation for the future. 
Prior to 1980 the MMF paid royalties, in lieu of stumpage, to the provincial government in 
exchange for Crown timber. That royalty amounted to about one percent, on average, of the 
annual revenues (Annual Reports 1959-1979). With the introduction ofthe new Forest Act in 
1979, based on the Pearse Report on the Royal Commission on Forest Resources, the old system 
of royalties was replaced with a new system of stumpage charges, at a much higher rate. In 
addition, the old practice of using timber sale contracts for selling the standing timber was 
changed. TFL holders were required to hire contract loggers to do the harvesting, and since the 
MMF had no facilities of its own, dumping, sorting, and booming also had to be contracted out. 
Then the MMF manager had to solicit buyers for the boomed logs. 
While income in the early 1980s under the new system jumped substantially from their 
previous levels, by about two-and-a-halftimes, the cost of operating rose dramatically, as well 
(Annual Reports 1977-1985). This, in combination with the economic recession of the early 
1980s, resulted in the MMF suffering five years ofnet losses (Annual Reports 1980-1985). The 
impact of this situation on the residents ofMission was predictable. Instead of the MMF making 
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a profit and a financial contribution to the community, it was now having to be subsidized by the 
taxpayers. Public sentiment was in favour of selling the MMF (Fraser Valley Record 1986, Allan 
1996). 
Part ofthe reason for this predicament was that throughout its history, the yearly profits from 
the MMF were transferred into general revenues (Allan, pers. comm. 1996). However, no reserve 
fund for the inevitable downturns in the timber market was established, even though up to 1980 
the MMF had profits totalling nearly $1 million (Annual Reports 1964-1979). The total 
combined losses for the years 1980 and 1982-1985 amounted to $376,869, while the first year 
back to profitability in 1986 had a surplus of$351, 823; nearly enough to offset the five years of 
losses (Annual Reports 1980-1986). See Appendix 2, Table 15 for a detailed presentation of data. 
The turmoil and doubt created by the licence change from royalty and timber sales to 
stumpage and contract logging, together with a recession and five years of net losses, put 
considerable pressure on the new forest manager and the municipal council to do something 
about the MMF. An additional consequence of the changes which took place in the lumber 
industry in the 1980s was the disappearance of the local sawmills at Mission. Thus, the earlier 
goals of local employment, wood for local mills, and tax relief, were all unable to be met by the 
mid-1980s. Changes were needed if the MMF was going to survive as a community enterprise. 
An internal review in 1986 by the municipal forestry committee was followed by a 
consultant's report in 1987, which laid out essentially two options; either sell or lease the 
operation, or expand it with the addition of more Crown land and an increased log harvest 
(Fraser Valley Record 1987). The municipal council decided to follow the latter advice, and 
proceeded to implement the recommended changes. These included applying to the province for 
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adjacent timber licences, setting up a reserve fund with profits from good years, and altering log 
contracting and sales strategies to obtain one full-phase logging contractor, and one log buyer for 
six months' harvest. In addition, operation of the greenhouse for growing their own seedlings 
was discontinued, funding for silviculture was to be obtained from provincial and federal grants, 
and a new timber inventory of the MMF was initiated (Fraser Valley Record 1987). 
All of these changes signalled a change of goals, as well (Table 8). Gone was the emphasis 
on increased employment and logs for local mills. The forestry department would have a 
minimal crew, to keep overhead costs down; nearly all work would be contracted out, and logs 
would likely go to larger mills outside of the Mission area. The new goals, as formulated by the 
municipal council, were to optimize economic and social benefits "with particular emphasis on 
revenue, local employment, recreation opportunities and forest education" (District ofMission 
1996a, 28). 
Table 8.--Current Goals of Mission Municipal Forest 
Optimize: 
1. Revenue 
2. Local employment 
3. Recreation opportunities 
4. Forest education 
Source: District ofMission 1996a. 
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Economic Performance 
The purpose of the MMF, as stated above, has four primary elements. They are; revenue, 
local employment, recreation opportunities, and forest education. These four goals will provide 
the direction for the rest of this study. Revenue will be examined first. 
Although the Director of Forest Management was very diplomatic in answering a question 
about whether economic values outweighed the other goals (Allan 1996), at the political level the 
main emphasis seems to be to make sure that the MMF is profitable (Clark 1996, Rockwell 
1996). This is understandable, since the memory of the losses that occurred during the early 
1980s is still fresh in many minds. 
With the establishment of two forest reserve funds in 1987, the MMF has not had to rely 
upon the Mission taxpayers since, and in fact has maintained the reserve funds to a current level 
of about $1.2 million, while contributing over $5 million to the General Capital Reserve Fund in 
the same time period (Annual Reports 1989-1995). Those funds have been a major contribution 
to several important community projects, including a new fire hall and fire truck, a new library, a 
new arts and culture fund, and an upgrade to an ice rink. 
Table 13 in Appendix 1 presents a summary ofMMF income for the years 1980 through 
1995, including amounts transferred in from the forest reserve fund. Although the reserve fund 
served its purpose in 1991 and 1992, by making up for the shortfall during those two years of 
recession and low timber prices, contributions into the fund have greatly exceeded drawings from 
it. Comparing the income statement in Appendix 2 for the same time period shows that 
contributions have totalled nearly $2 million, while withdrawals have amounted to less than a 
quarter of that, at $0.46 million. At the same time, transfers of surpluses of over $5 million to the 
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general capital fund have been possible. It is clear from this evidence that the MMF is now very 
successful at meeting its economic goal. 
Recreation Opportunities 
The goal of providing recreation opportunities is also very important, especially for the 
growing population of Mission. In the past, recreational users such as hunters and fishers simply 
found their own way through the forests, or followed the expanding network of logging roads. 
However, the increasing urbanization of the Mission population has resulted in demands for the 
construction of formal hiking trails and day-use areas. 
The easily accessed provincial parks in the area, including in particular the Rolley Lake 
Provincial Park, tend to fill up quickly in the summer months, and considerable spill-over traffic 
ends up in the MMF (O'Neal1996). Since no camping facilities have been built within the 
MMF, unintentional damage and vandalism, to both logging equipment and the landscape, are 
becoming more common as some people take advantage of the lack of control on these Crown 
lands (Char long 1996, Murdoch 1996). Of even greater concern to the management of the MMF 
is the threat of forest fires, the risk ofwhich increases as more and more people, especially those 
who are inexperienced, use the area. 
Additional pressure from recreational users is also increasing along the shores of Stave Lake, 
which divides the MMF. ABC Hydro boat launch site located at the lower end of the lake, near 
the Stave Falls dam, has become an extremely popular launching point for recreational boaters, 
used by many local enthusiasts (O'Neal1996). Some of these boaters come ashore on MMF land 
for picnics, parties, and camping, exacerbating the fire danger as there is no road access to many 
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of these shoreline areas. 
Nearly all of the attractive areas for trails and fishing within the MMF are located on Crown 
land. As a consequence, the municipal council is very reluctant to make substantial economic 
investments in recreation developments on land which it does not own, especially since there is 
no reduction in stumpage charges to offset such an investment. Even so, a trail-building program 
has been undertaken by the MMF director, with most of the funding being provided by the 
Ministry of Forests for construction and maintenance. Total spending on this program from 1990 
through 1995 was $120,000 (Annual Reports 1990-1995). 
Although the MMF staff and municipal council are all quite aware of the increasing pressure 
for more recreation opportunities within the MMF, they are equally united in their concern for 
the possible impacts on the timber values that increased recreational use would likely have (Allan 
1996, Kenney 1996, Murdoch 1996, O'Neal1996). Thus a steady, but conservative commitment 
to increased recreation opportunities is being followed, within the budget constraints of 
provincial government funding for such projects. 
The general public is periodically invited to comment on the TFL Management Plan and the 
more detailed Development Plan. The response to date has been minimal (Forestry Department 
1992, Vll-6,7). Organized user groups, such as hiking, biking, and horseback-riding clubs, and 
the local rod-and-gun club, have also been approached for input into recreation planning, again 
with limited response. There is an advantage, however, in dealing with these groups, because 
they each have a specific identifiable activity which they wish to engage in. This simplifies the 
planning process, and makes it easier to quantify the possible impacts that accommodating these 
activities may entail. On the other hand, trying to incorporate the varied interests of the general 
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public is much more risky, both because of the increased fire hazard to the forest, and because of 
the cost of trying to satisfy the public's rising expectations for more and better amenities. Thus, 
day-use activities which pose the least risk of damage and cost to the timber values, are the most 
favoured. 
Evaluating this approach to determine if it satisfies the goal of increased recreation 
opportunities, is much more subjective than the previous economic analysis. TFL 26 
Management Plan #7, the most recent, includes the results of a recreation inventory and analysis. 
Identification and classification of current and potential recreation opportunities is followed by a 
series of recommendations, some ofwhich are required by regulations covering Visual Quality 
Objectives and Pre-Harvest Silvicultural Prescriptions. Other recommendations are voluntary, 
and these include plans to stock one or more lakes for fishing, and a long term trail-building 
program. Construction of 5,500 metres of new hiking trails and 1,600 metres of new 
interpretation trails, estimated to cost about $100,000, is proposed for implementation over the 
next twenty years (Forestry Department 1992, VII-34). 
While some would view such a program as substantial, it can be argued that it is not adequate 
to meet the rapidly growing needs and desires of the expanding numbers of users. As stated 
above, some $120,000 have been spent over the last six years on recreation developments, 
mostly trail construction, but only $100,000 in new trail construction is proposed for the next 
twenty years, and this at a time when the local population is projected to double over the same 
period (Forestry Department 1992, VII-34). This can be explained in part by the fact that before 
1990, there was no spending on recreation development, so that there was some catching up to be 
done to accommodate current demands. However, a representative of a local volunteer 
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organization, the Mission Association for Social Planning, expressed the concern of that group 
that trail construction was proceeding too slowly to meet the needs of the community (Brooks 
1996). 
It is certainly not appropriate to expect the MMF to take on the responsibility of providing 
the entire range of recreation needs for the whole region. That mandate belongs to the provincial-
level ministries. However, the MMF has a very important role that it can contribute to the local 
community in providing recreation opportunities. The challenge seems to be not so much a lack 
of the financial resources needed to fulfill that role, as it is a lack of concerted and organized 
public interest in support of a more aggressive expansion of recreation developments within the 
MMF. After all, in 1995 alone the MMF had a surplus of$2.67 million (the entire twenty year 
proposed budget for recreation amounts to less than four percent of that one year's surplus). Until 
such interest and support from the public can be mobilized and brought to bear on the municipal 
council, it is unlikely that council will approve any further expenditures for recreation other than 
that already proposed in the Management Plan, especially if that expansion would significantly 
impact the revenues derived from the timber resource. Consequently, it is fair to say that the goal 
of optimizing recreational opportunities is being satisfied, as currently defined by council, 
although some members of the community would prefer a different definition which places a 
higher priority on recreation development. 
Forest Education 
This goal is tied in very closely with the objective of promoting the values of the MMF that 
are a positive contribution to the community, and in the process maintaining continued public 
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support for the venture. While educating the public, forest managers, and politicians about the 
particular management strategies of the MMF, through on-site tours, interpretation trails, and 
public presentations, there is also the intent to use these opportunities for enhancing good public 
relations. 
The MMF has been used for educational purposes for many years. The Annual Report for 
1973 states that it had become an "information and educational centre for a portion of the rest of 
British Columbia," with many enquiries and tours handled that year. The next year saw visits by 
professors from the University of British Columbia, Simon Fraser University, the British 
Columbia Institute of Technology, and Selkirk College, as well as a number of visitors from 
various branches ofthe Forest Service (Annual Report 1974). By 1975 there were foresters 
arriving from foreign countries to see first hand the operations at the MMF (Annual Report 
1975). This kind of interest has continued into the present. School and college class field trips are 
a regular occurrence, as are tours by professionals, politicians, and tourists. The wide interest in 
the MMF highlights the need for a more complete investigation, such as this study, in order to 
make specific information about the MMF more readily available. 
The educational value of the MMF is quite significant, not only to local residents, but to a 
much wider audience, including other communities throughout British Columbia, and the rest of 
Canada. Many of these communities are looking for a way out of continued single-industry 
dependence. Considering the small size of the management team which is available to carry out 
all the functions and operations of the MMF, it is a credit to the dedication and hard work of the 
staff that educational activities receive as much attention as they do. The self-guided forest 
interpretation trails are intended to perform an important part of that education function. Even 
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though public relations plays a part in the educational activities conducted by the staff, it can be 
concluded that the MMF is meeting its goal of optimizing forest education. 
Local Employment 
This last goal of the MMF to be considered is interesting, because it is the only one ofthe 
original goals to survive the turbulence and changes that took place in the 1980s. It may be 
remembered that those early goals were to provide; increased local employment, a log supply to 
local mills, and tax relief, while the new goals are to optimize revenue, local employment, 
recreation opportunities, and forest education. It is clear that recreation and education were not 
included in the early goals, while supplying logs to local mills is now irrelevant, since there are 
no longer any local mills extant to process the kind of wood which is available from the MMF 
today. As to whether tax relief and optimized revenue are the same, it can be argued that they are 
not. 
The goal of tax relief was accomplished in the early 1970s, as noted earlier, when surpluses 
from the MMF resulted in an actual decrease in the tax mill rate charged to property owners. 
However it is not clear that surpluses from more recent years have ever been used to reduce local 
taxes. One could say that the equivalent of a tax reduction has occurred since surpluses have 
contributed substantially to community capital projects, thus reducing the need for what 
otherwise might have been a tax increase. Nonetheless, it should not be assumed that all of these 
capital projects would have proceeded if the MMF surpluses had not been available to help and if 
a tax increase would have been necessary to pay for them. For a larger perspective, the 1995 
revenues of the MMF accounted for close to one quarter of total municipal revenues from all 
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sources, and was second only to general taxation (District of Mission, General Operating Fund, 
1995). In any event, this is all conjecture and speculation, and does not warrant further discussion 
in this context. It appears to this observer that recent MMF surpluses have been used to acquire 
additional amenities and services for the community rather than to reduce taxes, and this is an 
entirely appropriate decision for the community to make. 
Returning now to the goal of local employment, the record of the first two decades 
demonstrates that increased local employment was a very high priority which, when combined 
with the need to rehabilitate logged and unproductive areas, produced multiple benefits. In 
addition, intensive recovery and utilization of salvage, windthrow, and right-of-way wood was 
pursued in an effort to provide year-round employment, a wide array of useful products, and 
additional revenues. A full-time crew of fifteen men were employed by the municipality, and an 
additional thirty-five were kept busy in logging, hauling, and saw milling (Fraser Valley Record 
1974). 
Today, there is a municipal staff of seven, three of whom work in administration while the 
other four work in the field. The primary logging contractor employs six men while two 
secondary contractors employ six, and four, respectively, and the road construction contractor 
employs two for six to eight months (B. O'Neal, 1996, pers. comm.). There is also some seasonal 
work for replanting and spacing. This amounts to about half the total number as were previously 
employed. The decreases in logging, hauling, and saw milling can probably be attributed to the 
changes that have occurred more generally throughout the forest industry, including 
consolidation, integration, mechanization, and automation. The result was the closure of local 
sawmills. 
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The other part of the decrease is in the municipal crew, which is also about half of its former 
size. This is probably the result of a gradual attrition over the years, as less and less effort was 
expended on producing the wide range of minor products from salvage and waste wood, and 
more work was contracted out. This trend is evident in Table 16 of Appendix 3, where the drop 
in "Other" wood volumes is quite noticeable in the 1970s as compared to the 1960s. By the 
1980s, salvage wood volumes were not even reported as a separate category in the annual 
reports, although minor product sales are still reported in the financial section of the reports. 
These minor products are almost totally shakes and shingles now, with occasional yellow cedar 
cants (Annual Reports 1990-1996). 
If one examines Table 13 in Appendix 1, it can be seen that the category 'Minor Products' 
plays a continually diminishing role as a contribution to revenues. In fact, over the period from 
1990 through 1995, minor products contributed on average about 0.7 percent of revenues, while 
during the 1960s minor products were one-quarter to one-third oftotal revenues (Appendix 1, 
Table 12). While this dwindling role for minor products cannot be blamed entirely for the decline 
in municipal employment, it would appear to have been a contributing factor. The labour-
intensive, value-added processing of salvage wood was a major source of employment and 
revenue in the early years of the MMF, but that part of the operation plays only a minor role 
now. 
The reality in the forest industry today is that it takes fewer people to produce the same 
amount of primary product, compared to previous decades. If a goal for forest management is to 
boost local employment, then some very proactive and innovative strategies will need to be 
aggressively pursued in order for this to happen. There is no evidence that this is part of the 
109 
management strategy for the MMF at this time. The TFL 26 Management Plan includes in its 
statement of overall objectives, the phrase "to provide a source of employment for local 
residents," but nowhere in the document are there listed any particular objectives or strategies to 
accomplish this goal (Forestry Department 1992, 3). Certainly the twenty-five people currently 
working for, or in, the MMF are local people. The volumes of wood being harvested are too 
small to attract contractors from very far away. However, virtually none of the logs are processed 
locally. They end up in sawmills and pulp mills farther down the Fraser River and in Vancouver, 
and apparently little effort is directed at intensive utilization of salvage wood. 
One experiment with a horse-powered skyline cable system has been tried on small wood 
volumes for several years, and the cost to the MMF for this operation is about $10 per cubic 
metre higher for the volume of wood harvested, compared to a conventional logging operation 
(Allan, pers. comm.1996). Approximately seventy-five percent ofthe MMF is unsuitable for 
horse-logging operations due to the nature ofthe terrain and the large amount of debris on the 
forest floor. Revenues generated from the sale of the horse-harvested logs were 20 and 36 percent 
less than for conventional in two cases, and the third case produced nearly identical returns, per 
unit (Annual Reports 1991-1993). The lower returns for the horse-logged wood reflects a lower 
quality and grade of wood rather than the method of harvesting. 
One area with good potential for both increased employment and increased forest growth is 
in commercial thinning. In the summer of 1996 a thinning contract was conducted on a small 
area of five hectares, and many other areas suitable for thinning have been identified by the 
forestry manager. Not only could a number of new job opportunities be created, but thinning 
would contribute to more rapid growth of desirable tree species while at the same time provide a 
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saleable crop of logs to help offset the cost of thinning. A major impediment to more widespread 
use of thinning is the way in which thinning is treated by the TFL regulations. Normal stumpage 
must be paid on all thinnings, and the volume of wood removed in thinning is charged against 
the AAC of the licence. Both of these circumstances are a strong disincentive to innovative and 
intensive forest management. 
On the issue of local processing, there is no willingness on the part of the MMF 
administration to get involved in investing in manufacturing ventures. This is appropriate, as 
their expertise is in forest management, not manufacturing. However, there might be an 
opportunity for a joint venture or some other arrangement to facilitate local entrepreneurship. 
Again, this is probably not an initiative for the forest director to pursue. It belongs more properly 
with the local economic development corporation or council. It appears, though, that the old 
industrial attraction strategy, rather than local internal development, still dominates economic 
development thinking (Kenney 1996). 
This is the one goal for the MMF that is not being met, or even actively pursued. The lack of 
actions or strategies for this goal could be excused because of the time-consuming nature of 
pursuing such strategies, and because the work load on the management staff is already 
excessive. The director of forest management stated that "this is an area that I would like to pay 
more attention to in the future" and "there is still some moving to be done in that direction" 
(Allan 1996). There is an awareness that this goal is not experiencing the same degree of success 
as the others, but no plan has been formulated to address it. It seems reasonable to conclude that 
the municipal council and the public are content to enjoy the economic rewards of the MMF in 
the form of new capital projects, and that job creation is not a high priority. Optimum local 
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employment seems to be acknowledged more in the word than in the deed. 
Conclusions 
It has been shown that the original purpose of the MMF has evolved over its life, from one of 
jobs, local wood supply, and tax relief, to one ofrevenue,jobs, recreation, and education. The 
reasons for this change in purpose have been examined and found to be due partly to major 
structural changes in the forest industry, partly to major changes in the provincial legislation that 
applies to TFLs, and partly to changing expectations of the local community. The first two 
changes were beyond the community's control. The impacts of these two changes influenced the 
third, that of changing expectations. Another major influence on changing expectations has been 
the rapid population growth and urbanization experienced by the community over the last 
decade. These have combined to produce a different vision today for the MMF than the one in 
the minds of its founders, half a century ago. 
Table 9.--Evaluation Results of Mission Municipal Forest Goals 
Goal Trend Meeting Expectations 
1. Revenues Positive Yes 
2. Employment Neutral No 
3. Recreation opportunities Positive No 
4. Forest education Positive Yes 
Source: Author 
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The evaluation of the performance of the MMF in meeting its current goals (Table 9) reveals 
that in the area of economics and education, considerable success has been achieved in meeting, 
and even exceeding, expectations. While much progress in providing recreation opportunities has 
occurred in recent years, considerable stress is being placed upon MMF resources by a 
burgeoning number of recreational users in and around the MMF. Expectations for recreation 
opportunities are rising faster than regional responses, and this has resulted in some debate about 
the extent of the role that the MMF should play in this regional context. 
The users want more trails and camping facilities, and probably do not care which agency 
supplies them, as long as it gets done in a timely manner. The administration of the MMF, on the 
other hand, do not want camping of any kind in the MMF because of the fire and vandalism 
hazards to the forest. They have chosen to limit the rate of investment into trail-building to that 
level of funding which can be procured from the provincial government or other outside sources, 
supplemented by volunteer labour. There is no interest in using MMF revenues for recreation 
developments on Crown land, even though the entire proposed twenty-year trail development 
program could be accomplished in short order with less than four percent of the MMF's surplus 
revenue from 1995. 
This situation has led some to the opinion that the MMF is not fulfilling its goal and 
obligation to the community to provide optimum recreation potential, while others feel that the 
current plan is appropriate. There is some concern that more rapid expansion of the trail system 
would begin to have significant impacts on the revenue-generating potential of the forest, which 
in turn might jeopardize future amenities for the whole community. There is no correct answer to 
the question of satisfying the recreation goal. It is a matter of degree, and that will be determined 
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individually by each person's perceptions and expectations. 
The goal of optimizing local employment is not as difficult to evaluate as recreation, because 
there is no clear evidence of a strategy to accomplish it. Local people are employed in the jobs 
that currently exist in relation to the MMF, but their numbers are about half of former levels. 
Much of this can be attributed to the larger changes in the industry and the regulations, 
mentioned above. Some of it can be explained by the change in goals and expectations. Local 
employment happens more as an incidental consequence of the location and small size of the 
MMF, than by design. The main logging activity in the region is in the Chilliwack River valley, 
some distance away from Mission, and the relatively minor volumes of logs being harvested 
from the MMF are enough to keep only a small crew of workers busy with modem equipment. 
These conditions are not attractive to large-volume and distant operations. 
The municipal council would like to attract a processing or manufacturing plant to the area, 
but the log volumes are much too small to support the huge-scale primary mills that are common 
today. Mission is experiencing rapid population growth in the 24 to 45 age group, but sixty 
percent of its workforce commutes out of the area for employment, many of its young adults are 
leaving the community for lack of employment opportunities, and its unemployment rate is 
higher than the provincial average (District of Mission 1995). 
These are all compelling reasons to aggressively pursue local economic development, yet the 
MMF is only thought of in conventional forestry terms, and not as the inspiration and asset that it 
could become, with imagination, perseverance, and a willingness to try the unconventional. In 
the current political climate which favours intensive forest management, there is an opportunity 
for the Mission municipal council and the MMF forestry department to push the provincial 
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government for a demonstration project in commercial thinning. A strong case could be 
developed for reducing the stumpage on thinnings, and for not counting the thinnings against the 
AAC. The failure to satisfy the goal of optimum local employment is not so much the result of a 
lack of resources as it is the result of low expectations, and the responsibility for this attitude 
rests with the public and the municipal council. 
One area of interest that has not been included in the analysis section is the role of the public 
in the management of the MMF. As already mentioned, public consultation has never appeared 
in the goal statements of the MMF. Compliance with the regulatory requirements for public 
consultation is mentioned in the TFL Management Plan. However, the public of Mission has 
rarely shown any interest in getting involved in the goal-setting or strategy-development aspects 
of the MMF. Most public input occurs by way of individuals who have a specific concern or 
interest about an operational matter. 
Forest management and development plans have a formal review process, but hardly anyone 
shows up at these events. There are periodic public meetings of the forestry standing committee 
of the municipal council, but again, hardly anyone shows up. The Director of Forest 
Management says his door is always open to anyone who wants to discuss matters to do with the 
MMF. Again, hardly anyone shows up. One could easily conclude that there is a tremendous 
amount of apathy among the public in Mission, but it probably relates, once again, to the issue of 
expectations. For the most part, the expectations of the people of Mission for the MMF are being 
met, and as a consequence there is no motivation for any additional involvement. The 
administrative and management staff of the MMF take this as a sign that they are doing a good 
job, and enjoy the lack of the kind of stress that can result from too much public scrutiny. As 
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long as the MMF is making profits, everyone is relatively happy. The substantial forest reserve 
funds should be sufficient to offset future short-term losses, but public support could again 
quickly evaporate if the MMF were to suffer a major setback, such as a large forest fire, disease 
or insect infestation, or other natural disturbance. 
Another observation has to do with the absence of First Nations involvement with the MMF. 
The Sto:lo Nation is currently engaged in the provincial treaty-making process, and its 
land claim area includes the MMF, although archaeological evidence of First Nations presence 
uncovered to date is rare to none-existent within the MMF. The Director of Forest Management 
says his door is open to the First Nations community, the same as it is to anyone else. If they 
have an interest, they should bring it forward (Allan 1996). On the other hand, the Sto:lo people 
say they would be interested in opportunities for practical training in forest management, and that 
their door is open, but they have never been approached by the managers or administrators of the 
MMF (Reder 1996). Both parties say their doors are open, but each expects the other to make the 
first approach. It is a humorous yet sad commentary on the extent of the lack of cultural 
understanding that persists, even today in this era of heightened sensitivities. There is a short list 
ofbackground material on First Nations presence in the area, at the end of the Reference List. 
The Mission Municipal Forest has its own set of particular circumstances and characteristics 
which are defined by its political and physical geography, its history, and the people who are 
involved with it. There are some aspects that may translate to other communities, such as the 
management structure, or the contracting process. Some aspects may not translate, such as 
marketing options, urbanization, or lack of old growth values. Each community will still have to 
do its own assessment and design. As valuable as it is, as a working example of community 
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forestry, it is not a blueprint, to be reproduced exactly as presented. The primary lesson to be 
drawn from the experience ofthe MMF, is that it works for Mission. Therefore it is a success. 
The forest appears to be healthy, the logging appears to be sustainable, the operation is paying its 
own way, and the public is mostly content with it. 
Although the MMF is generally meeting public expectations, this may be true because the 
Mission community work force has other options available to it. As mentioned earlier, sixty 
percent of the labour force commutes to jobs outside of the community. This is only possible 
because of its close proximity and good transportation links to larger metropolitan centres. 
Communities in the interior and northern regions of the province do not have this option. These 
communities are also more dependent upon natural resource exploitation for economic activity. 
Thus it is likely that the expectations of these communities for the role of a community forest 
would be focused much more on job opportunities, and less on recreation and education. 
Generating more work opportunities from a community forest than already exist under the 
current system of industrial tenures will require innovative strategies and longer-term 
commitments from the community and government. Small business enterprises will need time to 
get established, and markets for a range of new wood products may have to be found. Competent 
and responsible management institutions, such as a timber commons user group or community 
resource board, may need to be built, and a transition strategy to mitigate the impact of these 
changes on existing employment patterns will need to be formulated. 
The experience of the MMF demonstrates that community-based forest management can 
succeed in meeting community needs and aspirations, but it also highlights the need for 
flexibility and commitment from both the community and the provincial government. Simply 
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changing who the forest manager is employed by will not necessarily change the way that the 
forest is utilized. It is quite possible that, under a new community forest tenure, the same number 
of workers would be employed, doing the same work in the same way, and delivering the harvest 
to the same mill as was the case under the previous industrial tenure. Is this progress? Is this 
what communities should expect from their community forests? 
Such a scenario is a recipe for disappointment. Relying upon a single buyer for the forest 
harvest leaves the community under the same uncertainty as before when a large private 
corporation controlled the tenure, and the agenda. If community forestry is going to really make 
a difference at the community level, then local leaders and entrepreneurs will need to 
aggressively pursue alternative opportunities, markets, and uses for their forest and its products. 
The economic success of the MMF can be partly attributed to the fact that there are a number 
of competing mills in the region for their types of timber, but this is not the case in most 
communities outside of the Lower Mainland of British Columbia. These communities often have 
only one or two different companies operating in their area, each with its own Crown timber 
supply, and each making only one of two products; either dimension lumber or pulp. Both of 
these products are mass-produced and internationally-traded commodities, the supply and 
demand for which are controlled far beyond the borders of any single community or province. If 
community stability and long-term economic survival are high priority goals for community 
forestry, then diversifying the wood products and markets must be addressed. 
Is there a role for a common-property system with the MMF? The relatively small size of the 
forest land base and number of workers currently employed there would suggest that a MMF 
commons would not be feasible or practical. The MMF itself is managed for multiple values, in 
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particular timber and recreation. As discussed earlier, managing for more than one value does not 
lend itself to a commons-type property regime, and the timber component is only sufficient to 
support perhaps half-a-dozen workers year round, based on the current end-use for the timber. 
Since these workers do not work alone in the forest, but in small groups, there might only be 
enough timber volume for two operating crews of three or four persons each. Thus in order for a 
commons to be useful in the case of the MMF, it would be necessary to expand the forest land 
base sufficiently to allow for the introduction of at least two or three more crews. This would 
mean a doubling or tripling of the current area in the MMF, where adjoining Crown timber is 
already committed to other users. Therefore, it seems unlikely that the MMF would benefit from 
pursuing such a strategy. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This project has examined community development and property rights, with a view towards 
determining whether there is an appropriate role for the commons to play in natural resource 
management and community development. From this investigation several conclusions can be 
drawn. In the area of community development a number of authors seem to have similar thoughts 
about the desired outcome and appropriate strategies to achieve that outcome (Table 1 0). Rather 
than being specific action statements, these objectives and strategies provide direction and focus 
for action. 
Table 10.--Community Development Objectives and Strategies 
1. Promote decentralized, diverse, small-scale enterprises 
2. Pursue import substitution and development of the informal economy 
3. Build and enhance the cultural and social institutions and relationships 
4. Practice ecologically-sensitive development in the natural and built environments 
5. Support and encourage local initiators 
6. Be inclusive when developing a community plan 
7. Rely more on local initiatives than outside solutions 
8. Develop active networks with other communities 
Source: Author 
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If it is indeed the truth that community does matter, then it is appropriate to seek ways to 
build and enhance community values, and community development can be considered to be such 
an undertaking. Defining what 'community' means will aid in the search (Table 11). Important 
characteristics include; a common geographical location, extensive acquaintanceship, formal 
organizations, and shared cultural values. The nature and strength of a community can be 
measured in the quality of these characteristics and in the strength of its social bonds and 
relationships based on shared values and culture. 
Table 11.--Characteristics of Community 
1. Common geographical location 
2. Extensive acquaintanceship 
3. Formal organizations 
4. Shared cultural values 
Source: Author 
Common-property management of some natural resources has been a part of human social 
institutions from antiquity, and it has helped to shape community values and behaviours. While 
still common among so-called primitive or less-developed societies, commons have nearly 
disappeared as a property-rights institution in highly-industrialized countries. This project, 
however, has shown that its lack of application in these countries should not preclude it from 
consideration as a valuable tool for community development. Many examples demonstrate that 
common-property management of resources can be much more effective at conserving resources 
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and sustaining communities than the more prevalent systems of private- and state-property 
relationships. 
In discussing property rights, and in particular when considering common property, the 
distinction between common property and open access must be made clear. Common-property 
regimes involve a group of users holding rights in common and purposefully controlling access 
to the resource. Open access is a state of no access control and no rights exercised by anyone. 
Open access is a resource beset by free-riders. 
The work of Stephenson, Oakerson, and Ostrom is reviewed in this work, and many others 
have studied and written about commons regimes. An important observation derived from 
Ostrom's design principles is that each resource must have its own set of use rules and specific 
user group. While a community forest can make a significant contribution to community 
development, as shown by the case study ofthe MMF, a community forest should be managed 
for multiple values, and therefore does not lend itself to management under a commons regime. 
Multiple resources would require a separate set of users and associated rules for each resource. 
The users for multiple resources might be the same people, but each resource must have its own 
defined set of rules and users. 
In British Columbia, creating a community forest raises a number of important issues, 
including property rights, tenure, and resource availability. Recognizing that forests, particularly 
in British Columbia, have many values other than timber, then necessitates the creation of a 
timber tenure in order to utilize a common-property regime for timber extraction on state land. 
Other values, such as wildlife, water, and recreation might continue to be managed as state 
property, as they are now. However, state property does not necessarily need to be held only at 
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the provincial or national level. Some management and decision making could also be done at 
the local or municipal level, through a community resource board. Such a board would manage a 
community forest for community values under a community forest tenure. This would allow for 
provincial-level oversight and coordination with larger regional land-use planning, while 
providing more flexibility at the local level to incorporate community values. An area-based 
community tenure, similar to a Tree Farm Licence, would meet this requirement, and a volume-
based timber tenure, comparable to a Forest Licence, would serve the purpose for a timber 
commons. 
The proposal put forward here to replace a part of the current allocation system includes a re-
designed area-based tenure for communities which does not require a wood processing mill, sets 
maximum annual timber harvest but no minimum cut, and allows for the use of landscape 
ecology principles in planning and operation. Management objectives are changed from 
maximizing timber values to maintaining landscape ecology values. 
Actual timber cutting would be accomplished through the use of a timber tenure, held and 
managed as a common-property resource by a local group of loggers organized for the purpose. 
The primary difference at this level is that the timber tenure would be issued by the community 
resource board rather than the provincial government, allowing for the timber values to be 
restored to their proper place within the landscape ecology rather than superseding it. The intent 
is to allow communities and their members to have more options and more control over a natural 
resource which is so important to community health and quality of life. At the same time, the 
provision of the necessary avenues at the regional and provincial levels will allow for the 
maintenance of all forest values over the larger land base for all British Columbians. This 
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proposal does not so much involve a change in the rights associated with tenure as it changes 
who holds the rights. This proposal would empower communities and provide opportunities for 
community values to be reflected in the way that activities are conducted on the land around 
them. 
One of the most often cited examples of community forestry in Canada is the Mission 
Municipal Forest, located within the municipal boundaries of Mission in the lower Fraser Valley 
of British Columbia. Here is where some of the theory of community forestry can be compared 
with the experiences of a community which has managed its own Tree Farm Licence since 1958. 
The values ascribed to this forest by the community have changed over the decades, from job 
creation and local wood supply to revenue, recreation, and education. These newer goals are 
being satisfied, and the expectations of community members are largely being met, particularly 
for revenues, although this was not always the case. Five years of losses in the early 1980s 
caused the rise of considerable public sentiment to abandon the project, but operational changes 
and improving log prices brought a rapid return to profitability and a high level of public support 
once agam. 
Mission's extreme dependence on outside employment opportunities suggests that a 
community development strategy might be desirable. However, it seems that industrial attraction 
is still the preferred course of action, and the potential of the community forest to be used as a 
major component of a development strategy continues to be unrealized. This may be because a 
dynamic leader has not yet appeared, since the community is not lacking in many attractive 
assets. As a community venture, the MMF is meeting the expectations of community residents. 
As an example of community development, it has created a sense of place and pride, but there is 
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little evidence that it has contributed to diversifying the local economy, or institution building. It 
has allowed for some experimenting with innovative forestry practices, and a greater emphasis 
on recreational and environmental values than would occur under corporate management. 
However, its relatively small size, and the restrictions of the timber bias in the licence, limit the 
community's ability to incorporate non-timber community values. 
For resource-dependent communities throughout British Columbia, community forests offer 
the potential to become a major factor in community development strategies. Even though the 
Mission Municipal Forest is currently not performing this role to its fullest possible extent, it 
does show that community values can have a valid place in forestry management. The MMF also 
highlights how the absence of a dynamic leader can allow community potential to go unfulfilled. 
The new tenure licences proposed here show that common property can facilitate community 
empowerment, and contribute to the proper ecological stewardship ofthe natural environment. 
The difficulty in implementation will arise from the need to embark on a community 
development strategy, and to set up a community resource board, a community forest, and a 
timber commons, as a coordinated effort. Since there is very little practical experience with these 
last three institutions in British Columbia, additional research and demonstration projects 
involving these management structures should provide a clearer direction for practical 
applications of this timber tenure model. 
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APPENDIX 1 
TABLE 12. ANNUAL LOG AND WOOD PRODUCT SALES (1964-1979) 
MISSION MUNICIPAL FOREST 
I Annual Log and Wood Product Sales (1964-1979) I 
Year Log Minor Other Total Sales Minor as 
Sales Products %of Tot. 
1964 101325 30331 1266 132922 22.8 
1965 82620 39804 665 123089 32.3 
1966 124726 40408 1248 166382 24.3 
1967 84020 42433 608 127061 33.4 
1968 144184 47267 1175 192626 24.5 
1969 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
1970 131535 64k est. n/a 195535 32.7 
1971 170766 34372 3353 208491 16.5 
1972 296177 15585 6094 317856 4.9 
1973 463324 11714 11660 486698 2.4 
1974 430341 12713 5018 448072 2.8 
1975 378588 15325 1781 395694 3.9 
1976 389811 24212 5875 419898 5.8 
1977 457646 51833 4048 513527 10.1 
1978 519926 19890 5513 545329 3.6 
1979 907927 25696 8506 942130 2.7 
Source: Annual Reports 1964-1979. 
Note: Sales reported for 1970 were lump sum, and were not divided into separate amounts for 
logs, etc. Minor product and log sales have been estimated based on 1970 harvested volumes, 
and dollar values from both 1968 and 1971. Financial statements for 1969 were missing. 
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APPENDIX 1 
TABLE 13. ANNUAL LOG AND WOOD PRODUCT SALES (1980-1995) 
MISSION MUNICIPAL FOREST 
Annual Log and Wood Product Sales (1980-1995) 
Year Log Sales Minor Pr. Other Reserves Total 
1980 394783 13062 1536 12918 422299 
1981 1289188 19219 7306 0 1315713 
1982 1025881 10152 3348 0 1039381 
1983 1211585 8883 2278 0 1222746 
1984 1129511 117321 14269 0 1261101 
1985 1318190 104207 18421 0 1440818 
1986 2081530 23002 29044 0 2133576 
1987 1300235 76361 62236 0 1438832 
1988 1469835 0 17337 0 1487172 
1989 2944425 12113 41083 0 2997621 
1990 2993988 5072 116233 0 3115293 
1991 1694096 11678 113333 121184 1940291 
1992 1210598 24344 74351 275502 1584795 
1993 2333348 27955 205077 50585 2616965 
1994 3341774 49974 52969 0 3444717 
1995 5810901 12570 172220 0 5995691 
Totals 31549868 515913 931041 460189 33457011 
Source: Annual Reports 1980-1995. 
I 
Note: "Reserves" are amounts transferred from forestry reserves back into forestry department 
budget. 
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TABLE 14. INCOME STATEMENTS (1964-1979) 
MISSION MUNICIPAL FOREST 
Income Statements (1964-1979) 
Year Income Expenses Profit 
1964 132922 -127442 5480 
1965 123089 -115068 8021 
1966 166382 -128166 38216 
1967 127061 -134684 7623 
1968 192626 -143559 49067 
1969 not available 
1970 195535 -185535 10000 
1971 208491 -177122 31369 
1972 317856 -189879 127977 
1973 486698 -269350 217348 
1974 448072 -308268 139804 
1975 395694 -331081 64613 
1976 419898 -415568 4330 
1977 513527 -459921 53606 
1978 545329 -521069 24260 
1979 942130 -788910 153220 
TOTAL 5215310 -4295622 934934 
Source: Annual Reports 1964-1979. 
Note: During this period, there was no forestry department reserve fund. Annual surpluses were 
transferred to the general capital fund. Financial statements for 1969 were missing. 
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Year 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
Totals 
APPENDIX2 
TABLE 15. INCOME STATEMENTS (1980-1995) 
MISSION MUNICIPAL FOREST 
Income Statements (1980-1995) 
Income Expenses Surplus Reserves 
422299 -487715 -65416 0 
1315713 -1152241 163472 0 
1039381 -1166029 -127649 0 
1222746 -1262277 -39531 0 
1261101 -1343583 -82482 0 
1440818 -1502609 -61791 0 
2133576 -1781753 351823 0 
1438832 -1185921 252911 -250000 
1487172 -1057200 429972 ? 
2997621 -2418539 579082 -579082 
3115293 -2438256 677037 -681841 
1940291 -1889806 50485 0 
1584795 -1582644 2151 0 
2616965 -1907863 709102 -28744 
3444717 -2124111 1320606 -114260 
5995681 -3075606 2920075 -250000 
33457001 -26570018 6885982 -1434806 
Source: Annual Reports 1980-1995 
I 
Transfers 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
-44704 
0 
-680358 
-1206346 
-2670085 
-4601493 
Note: "Reserves" are amounts transferred from forest department surpluses to the forest 
department reserve funds (there are two of these). "Transfers" are amounts transferred to the 
general capital reserve fund. 
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APPENDIX3 
TABLE 16. ANNUAL WOOD HARVEST (1959-1980) 
MISSION MUNICIPAL FOREST 
Annual Wood Harvest (cubic metres) 
Year Logs Other Total 
1959 6407 2522 8929 
1960 13252 3608 8929 
1961 15400 3938 19338 
1962 13625 5376 19001 
1963 Not Available 
1964 21181 3826 25007 
1965 17779 3462 21241 
1966 23802 3358 27160 
1967 14459 2234 16693 
1968 20308 1833 22141 
1969 25737 1894 27631 
1970 19685 2351 22036 
1971 22202 1350 23552 
1972 34666 569 35235 
1973 32838 766 33604 
1974 34025 794 34819 
1975 33140 791 33931 
1976 29553 672 30225 
1977 35688 1074 36762 
1978 32707 776 33483 
1979 36143 308 36451 
1980 13471 385 13856 
Source: Annual Reports 1959-1980. 
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TABLE 17. ANNUAL WOOD HARVEST (1980-1995) 
MISSION MUNICIPAL FOREST 
I Wood Harvest (cubic metres) I 
Year Total 
1980 14241 
1981 31723 
1982 32727 
1983 33162 
1984 25801 
1985 32914 
1986 46144 
1987 28724 
1988 37917 
1989 55650 
1990 49523 
1991 33694 
1992 27097 
1993 39081 
1994 39406 
1995 52880 
Source: Annual Reports 1980-1995. 
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